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Graciela Garcia
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INTRODUCTION - -
- This publication includes the Techniéal Repért and -also the Final Report of

the Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project Evaluation. The latter was pub-
° lished in the 1981-82 Evaluation Findings, publication number 81.30.

The ‘Technical Report contains the purpose of, procedures for, and findings
from each instrument employed in the collection of data relevant to the
major. decision and evaluation questions of the 1981-82 Title VII Bilingual
Preschool Project. . ' '
The Technical Report is not.intended to be a document for widespread circu=
lation, rather a technical reference for those interested in replicating or
studying the research and eévaluation associated with the project.

: D

fut]

The Title VII Preschool Project sites were:

Allan Elémeﬁtary; Allison“Elémentary, Becker Elementary, Brooke Elementar&,
'_"’f*EBVallé Elemengary and Sdnchez Elementary. T T

-
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' The following is~a~eescription of the nnture of the Program and a summary

FINAL REPORT
v o ) A
Project Title: ' .Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project '
AConZact Persons: © ‘Martin Aroceﬁa, Jonathan J. Curti3
‘Major Positive Finding‘. | . ' . “

1. Reaults from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Bevised) (PPVT) showed
that the English vocabulary of Title VII participants significantly
improved.. : . _

w

Title VII: prekindergarten stidents whose scores on the PPVT pretest were
in the middle range made better gains than those in Title I Migrant's
prekindergarten .

o

3. The scores of a Title VII Preschool class were compared with those
attaided by a control group of LEP children of similar background,
from the same community who did not attend prekindergarten. The
participants- of the Title"VII preschool attained a higher and

‘significantly different average standard score.on the PPVT,

4. Parents who answered the Spanish version of the parent's question-
naire said that the most important thing their child learned in
school was English : .

5.  All six Title VIT Preschool Bilingual teachers felt the inservices
were beneficial to them. The most frequent reason this was true'
was that new/better ideas were obtained. . :

Major Findings Requiring Action

L. Title VII Preschool students who were low scorers on the PPVT pretest' -
did not gain as much as comparable Title I Migrant and Title I
Prekindergarten students. A

4

2. ‘Teachers who 'reported using two sets of instructional materials,
Bilingual Early Childhood Program (BECP) and the AISD Prekindergartem’
gurriculum-as their main sources, obtéined greater gains tham those who
.only used-the-BECP. :

Evaluat*on Summary'

of the major evaluation findings . for the 1981=82 school-year, the second
year of operation for the Title VII Bilingual Preschool. The results aze
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o presented by program component, They are presented in greefer detail
in the 1981-82 Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project Technical Report,
Publication No. 81.72. The Project's components were:

5

e instruction and curriculum, .
e pa;ental involvement, and .

e teacher inservice training.

81.72 . i | | e o .

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

'
L

T IS THE PURPOSE OF THE TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECT? -

The Title VII Bilingual Preschool Progect was xmplemented in six AIS)SChOOlS
(Allan, Allison, Becker, Brooke, Govalle and Sdnchez) during the 1981-82
school year. Its purpose is to develop a demonstration program that serves
the needs of children who are identified as limited English proficient

(LEP) and who come from low income fam:I_'Lies.

There was one class per school and each one contalned eighteen children,
three of whom were non-LEP. It was anticipated “hat the three non-LEP
children would serve as English-speaking models for their LEP peers. In-
struction was provided in English and/or Spanish as needed, by

bilingual teachers.

WHAT WERE THE PROGRAM'S OBJECTIVES? °
The objectives-nf the Prbgram were:

la. Project students will attain a higher level of skill in langusge (as
measured by the PPVT or another similar instrument) and concep:
development (as measured by the BOEHM) than a comparable group of
non—project students.. : .

1b. Thevstudents will be provided structured inétructlon for at least 50% of
the schaol day. (The remajnder of the day may be spent in non—structured
learning; rest perlod restroom visits, etc.)

lc. Language instruction in both Ehglish and Spanlsh will be provided dally
for project part1C1pants

~ 2a. Teachers. will attain new levels of competence in the areas where
training is provided as evidenced by pre— and post measures associated
with each formal training session. ’

n
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During each school year, project teachers will be provided at least
four days of formal inservice training e
During each ‘summer of the project,- teachers will be provided at

least 3 days of intensive formal inservice training addressing needs

defined by the teachers themselves : !

Performance objectives ‘cannot be applied directly to parents without '
creating  undue anxiety and resistance. The idea is to get parents
participating and interested and to reiaforce them for participation

Outside the school setting, parents will conduct. each school week

. at least two one—quarter hour lessons for their child participating
in the. proJect (These ‘lessons are to be prepared in advance by
the project ataff ) Reésponsibility for comducting these lessons
will begin within one month of joining the project s involvement
component
By the second month of the second year at least 50% of the project
students will have pdrents participating in the parental involvement
component of the projeot

HOW WERE PARTICIPANTS SELECTED?

After their recruitment, applicants were tested with the Prxmary Acquisition
of Language Test (PAL) in English and Spanish. Those who indicated Spanish -
as_their respomse oo at least one item on the home language survey and
scored 79 or less on the English PAL were- ‘considered LEP and therefore
qualified applicants Participants of the’ Title VII Program were randomly
selected from that pogl of qualified applicants The non-LEP children
selected were those with the highest scores on the English PAL ‘test.

IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TITLE VII PRESCHOOL AND OTHER DISTRICT
PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS?

Yes. There are two oLher prekindergarten programs in AISD: Ticle I and
Title I Migrant. The major - differences among, them are:

.
? /

o the criterla for admission,' -

e Tirle VII Preschool is a bilingual program while the others
. are not,

e Title VII has a parental component, and - s

o Vartatzons® in the sets of instructional materials used

Title I serves children from lower socloeconomlc strata but nct necessarily
LEP or Spanish monolinguals. Title I Migrant serves only children whose

a
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parents are'migrants. ‘The qualifications for Title VII are stated above. -

Title VII implement$s several adtivities to involve parents in the education
of their children. A more detailedtdescription is- provided in a laker
section., . ' o . o . ‘
. ; ; e AL
Title I and Migrant uded the 'AISD Prekindergarten Curriéulum and\its *
associated instructional materials. Title VII; instead, implemented the
activities and units provided by the Bitingual Early Childhood Progiam '
(BECP) instructional materials as the core of their instructional program. -

£ )
¥

o

INSTRUCTION’AND CURRICULUM

. -
Cow

. 7

DID THE TITLE VII PRESCHOOL.MEET ITS ACHIEVEMENT OBJECTIVES7

o

Results from the PPVT-R indicate that English language skills imprgved.
A comparison of pre- and posttest results indicate that the Program attained -
an” average standard score gain of 8.27/) Furthermore, the comparisdn of

.'one of the Title VII Preschool classes (Sanchez) with a contrel group shawed

that the English Vocabulary of the Program s participants was greater than

that of the control group. The difference may be attributed to the progragp#s .
effect. - : o _ nd _ «~
Figure 1 presents graphically a comparison of. pre- and posttest standard

score averages.
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-

There were also .gains in Spanish. . The Program attained an average gain of
3.34. "A. t—test “of the pre~ to posttest gain wag signficant at the %=.05 level.
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However,‘Spanishﬁachievement cannot be attributed*unequivocally to the
Project. A comparison between a Title VII class and a control group did -
not show significant differences. ‘ :

. 4 .
WHO PROVIDED THE INSTRUCTION?

Instruction was provided principally by hilingually certified teachers in
collaboration with a teacher aide and occasionally others such as muslc y
teachers, .P.E. teachers, librarians, and substitute teachers. During this
year one of the Title VII classes was different from the others in that

two prekindergarten teachers taught as @ team. At Allison Elementary, child-
ren were taught by the Title VII teacher and also by the Title T Migrant
teacher ' . »

WAS THERE DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION? :
e .
Yes. The predominant language of instruction was English. However,
Spanish was also used to provide instruction primaiily to thoseé children
‘who were essentially Spanish monolinguals. All teachers divided their
. classes into groups. These groups were.formed mostly according to lans-
guage ability The groups followed a-rotational pattern where one group
of children would be instructed by the teacher, another by the aide, and
the third group would be working independently in one of the learning

-. centers, ' The teacher and aide taught each group in the dominant language

of each particular group. iZure 2 shows average time of structured
instruction according .to language of instruction for each of the groups .
_observed q%\ ng classroom observations. . ‘

a

A

~ . . . i}
AVERAGE STRUCTURED Id o anak TON /7~
. \No of :
- children Total ) : _
k Group observed Average '| English Spanish L P‘g’“.""_»_’ rbal
SV . ‘ - , ]
S Spanish lbo.fmin. 26.25 min. 15.62 wmit, i..7 min.
Dominant . 8 83,7 5m (48.3%) (31.32) (18.6%) (1.6%)
Low Eng. and ' 60.87 min. 11.42 min. 2.57 min. 1.71.min.
Low Spanish 8 . 76.57m (79.4%) . (14.97) ° (3.3y) (2.27)
English ‘| 55.4 min. 18,5 min. 1.00 min. 1.30 min.
Dominant © - 5 76.20m (80.0%)  (17.32) (1.642) (1.17) \
. . N ’ N .
- *Observer hears two languages during a minute. .
7 ’ . ’ " ’

FIGURE 2. DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION OBSERVED DURING STRUCTURED INSTRUCTTIOLT.

IN WHAT ACTIVITILES DID THE CHILDREN SPEND THEIR SCHOOL DAY?

The school day for the. Title VII Preschool Project's .participants lasted
390 minutes per day during a five day week. Classroom observations showed
that the average time spent in instruction was 48.47% (190/390) of the
school day The remaining time, 51.42% (200/290) of the sckpol day was
.dedicated to non—instructional activ1ties.

i i
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"Eor anlysis purpOSeé, instruction whslsubdiyided into structured and .un-

structured instruction. The firsc ong refers to instructional activities:
which are prescribed by the core instructional materials. Unstructured
instruction includes activities used by the teacher to reinforce the

* core instructional materials' units and/or other activities. From class~

Toom observations, it was learned that on the average 19.67%. (77/390) was
used for structured instruction “while 28.8% (113/390) was used for un-
structured instruction. . 3

Non—instructional activities included breakfast lunch, 'a nap, a short

‘snack, restroom visits and also time for free play on &£he school's
playground. . Figure 3 shows "the distribution of time during the school
day, and also a breakdown of time used for the variou, non—instructional

‘activities.

o

‘+ D=7 min.

Unstructured Structured
‘Instruction Instruction
113 min. 77 min.
(28.8%) of _(19.6%)

Non—Instruotion
200 min.
(51.4%)

Non Instruction= 200 min.

School Day = 390 min. o

A= breakfast D= snack
) . B= restroom visit E= nap
 § o . : C= lunch . F= transitions
' G= free time

FIGURE.W.\ DISTRIBUTION OF fIME ACCORDING TO ACTIVITIES.
The instructional activities were oriented toward improvement and develop-
ment of the following areas: :

e vocabulary and concepts,

e English syntax,

e. visual,auditory and motor skills.

w
&
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WHAT INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS WERE UTILIZED?

During the 1981-82 school year, Title VII teachers implemented the instruc-
tional activities and materials prescribed by the Bilingual Early Childhood
Program. , While the BECP was the main source of instrictional materials,
teachers also-.used ather sources to complement their instruction such as
the Peabody Kit, Barufaldi, and AISD Prekindergarten materials, as well as
teacher developed materials. Since one of the goals of the Project is to
find instructional materials that will serve efficiently-and effectively
the LEP students of the District, some flexibility in the choice of in-
strucional materials was allowed. .

N .
From the teacher interview, it was found that two teachers reported using -
both BECP and AISD Prekindergarten matexrials in combination. One teacher
taught all units from both sourtes. The second teacher did not teach -
the AISD materials herself, however, her team teacher utilized AISD
materials. The PPVT-R gverage gains for the schools that used BECP and
AISD, were higher than the other schools. This finding would suggest/that
future research should consider the effects of these materials when used
in combination. '

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

TO. WHAT EXTENT AND HOW WERE PARENTS INVOLVED IN THE PROGRAM?

Parental involvement is considered a major goal of the Title VII Bilingual
Preschool. The Program operates under the principle that parents’ complement-
ing and reinforcing what is learmed at school is a desirable activity. To
fulfill this goal thw following two activities were implemented:

e _Pareqting Seminars, -
T ‘ —
~,, e At-Home Activities. ﬂ

WEAT ARE THE PARENTING SEMINARS?

Parenting seminars are meetlngs where parents of the participating chlldren
meet with the instructional coordinator, the community representative, and
occassional .guest speakers. During these sessions, ideas on how to provide
informal instruction at home with inexpénsive materials are taught and
‘discussed. During 1981-82, 4 seminars were provided.

WHAT IS THE AT-HOME PROGRAM?

The At-Home Program consisted of activities to facilitate the child's
 learning through parent-child interaction. Every week parents raceived
a set of instructions and materials to implement an activity reinforcing

xi
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the unit being gaaght in class that week. Through a bilingual question-
naire sent.to parents,it was found that 95.3% (82 of the 86 questionnaires
:ecelved) reported that the instructions were easy to follow, two said
that they were difficult, and two parents declared they had never re-

. ceived the material. Furthermore, to dacument at-home activities one

activity was selected to evidence the parents' at-home participation.
Parents were instructed to sprout a seed and have their children bring
it to school. The seeds, potting soil and container were provided by
“the Project. Records were kept of the children who completed the pro-
ject. This showed that 89.7% (96/107) brought the progect back to tlass.

WHAT IS THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL?

The Parent/Community Advisory Council (PAC) is an organization of parents
sponsored by AISD that meets regularly throughout the school year to
review the progress of Bilingual Education in the AISD. Its major goal
is to keep informed of the Bilingual Education Program and to make
recommendations and suggestions that lead to an improved program.
Meetings are held once a month in the evenings. The PAC is not a com-
ponent of the Title VII Parental Involvement Program, however, all
parents are encouraged to participate, since topics are discussed that
are of special interest to them. During the 1981-82 school year, some

of the Title VII parents were officers of this association. The records
of attendance reviewed indicate that there were seven PAC meetings during
the 1981~82 school year and Title VII parents constituted, on the
average, 657% of the members present.

ar

ARE PARENTS INVOLVED IN OTHER WAYS?

An indication of ﬂurther parental involvement 1n education by Title '
VII parents was prOV1aed by three principals of Title VII schools.
‘They. reported that 6 parents of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
children were serving on school committees and one parent was elected
to serve as president of the schoel's Parent Teacher Assotiation{

N y

-

TEACHER TRAINING

HOW MANY AND WHAT WERE THE TOPICS CF TEE TITLE VII INSERVICE TRAIN"'NG
SESSIONS?

There were nine formal inservice trainiﬁg sessions provided for the
Project's teachers. The topics covered were:

August 15, 1981 ' . @ New Teacher Workshop
August 19, 1981 ' e Three topics were dichssed hy guest
speakers; science, language arts, and
"math.

sl
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" August 26, 1981 e Math

Octaber 7, 1981 . e Language of Instruction, Reporting
to Parents

November 11, 1981 e Effective Use o’f Bilingual Early
Childhood Program

February 10, 1982 | e Assessing Pupil Progress

February 17, 1982 . Usiﬁg the Instructiomal Aide

March 3, 1982 : ' e Use of the Camera

April 14, 1982 e Movement Activities for the Four

Year Old
In addition to this formal inservicé training there were other inservices
where the teachers met with the instructional coordinator on an individual
basis.
WAS THE TRAINING BENEFICIAL TO THE TEACHERS?=

All teachers felt the inservices were benefical to them. The most
frequently reported reason was that new/better ideas were obtained.

A FEDERAL AUDIT

4

‘Only 18 school days after the Project's start, the Title VII Bilingual
Preschool Project was audited by the Office of Inspector Genmeral (0IG).
Its conclusions and recommendations were:

"The demonstration project's duvlication of Austin's .
existing federally funded preschool programs and '
. & the District's failure to implement the project as
proposed violates both:the intent of the grant award
and the intent of. the Title VII, as well as appli-
cable Federal regulations. Because the project
is not providing a complete dual language instruc-—
“tion program as proposed, its usefulmess as a pa-'
tional demonstration project for other programs' of
bilingual education is questionable. Consequently,
we recommend. that the district terminate the demon-—
stration project and refund to the Federal Government .
all grant funds received for the 1980-81 project .
year (the grant award -was $281,538) and the 1981-82

xiid | d”
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project year (Austin's grant proposal requested

$288,507)." (Office of Iuspector General, REVIEW
OF FEDERAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AT AUSTIN
INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT, March 8, 1982, p. 4)

AISD has. denied these allegations and is pursuing all procedures available

_to clear the District of the OIG's allegatioms.

WHAT BAVE BEEN THE REPERCUSSIONS OF THE 0IG AIJ])I’I."7

While the case is still to be resolwved, AISD's Title VII Preschool
Project is already experiencing damaging consequences from the audit.
First, due to the prevailing uncertainty about its continuation,

five of the six teachers are not returning to the Project. Four of
these teachers have had two years of experience:with this Project.

‘They were trained on the use of the BECP and the special problems of

the target population, Losing these teachers will affect the Project,
since untrained teachers will have to be hired. Furthermore, hiring
cannot take place with enough time to plan and .prepare, since hiring
has been frozen by AISD for Title VII until the issues are resolved.
Title VII will .obviously not have the opportunity to hire the best

‘teachers.

o

. 1
The Title VII Project is a project that serves the educational needs of

- preschool LEP students whose needs are not met by any other District

programs.’ There are already a large number of applicants for the 1982-83
school year, should the Project continue. There are over 250 applications
on file and jmore applicants. are expected through the summer. ' -

xiv
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‘Errata Sheet: 1981-82 Evaluation Findings
"Title VII Preschoo]lProgram"

Page XVII-2-

Under "WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECT?"
eliminate the fo]]oW1ng from the second sentence," and who come from low
~income families.' -

Page XVII-8

Under "WHAT IS THE PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL7“, eliminate the th1rd sentence;
"The PAC... interest to them." Substitute for that sentence, "Among other

things, the PAC meets the Title VII obligation for a parenta] advisory com-
mittee." ,

.

Approved: ‘é@ﬂl&_&ﬁr@ QMJML
_ Senior Evalvator
Approved: /’TZZEQ?aff;f :ﬁEZ:%7,Pf% é%éZZL7

D1rector Résearch and Evalu%t1on




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION _

.-

September 15, 1982

TO : Whom It May Concern
' FROM : Martin Arocena, Title VII Evaluator

SUBJECT: Clarifiéation of Objective l.a (Initial Application) _
‘Achievement of Objectives (Final Evaluation Summary Report,.
1981-82, Document 81.30)

It was brought to our-attention that objective l.a of the Austin Independent
School District's Title VII proposal may lead to confusion with respect to
which tests were administered to which students, when the objective 1is used °
outside the context of the whole proposal. Therefore, .this memo may serve
as 4 clarification. ) '

Figure 1 on page 30 of the AISD's initial Title VII proposal illustrates the
‘types of measures that were to be obtained at edch grade level for evaluation
purposes. It shows that at the prekindergarten level only the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) was to be used to measure language and concept
development. The evaluation design provided for follow-up of those students
served by Title VII in prekindergarten. For this purpose it was proposed to
test project students with the Boetm or a similar test. Since AISD has
adopted the Icwa Test of Basic Skills (ITRS) as its required achievement test,
previous Title VII students were and will be tested with the ITBS instead of
the Boelm. The objective, therefote, addresses current project students as
well as previous project students.

_ Following the original research design, during the 1981-82 school - year,
current Title VII students enrolled in prekindergarten were tested with the
PPVT and previous project students in kindergarten were tested with the V
PPVT and ITBS for a follow-up. study.

During the 1982-83 school year, current project students (Pre~K) will be
tested with the PPVT and previous project students (K and first grade) will
be tested with the PPVT and ITBS for follow-up purposes.

Approved: %&«/ /ZA 274 M/

Fredd Holley . -
.Director, Office of Research and Evaluation : :

' Approved: imizﬂl i r( @@
' Jotathan J.-Curtis -
Senior EvaluXxtor . o -




TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESGHOOL

APPENDIX A

PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST- R,'ENGLISH :




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s

T

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED' VERSIONS.

3riaf dascripcion of che inscmumenc:
22320 JR3C--DL=On Ol --i@ -nat_uoant

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised is a standardized vocabulary ‘test which
provides an -estimate of the subject's verbal abilicy. It is an individually
administered, untimed test, The cue words given to the subjects depend on their age
and responses: younger children begin-with easier words. If a child misses any of
the first eight pictures, easier cue words are presented in.order to establish a basal
level of eight correct responses.

- ’j
. .
e

To whom was the ingtument adminiscezed?
To students in the TitlefI, Title V}fﬁ and Title I Migrant prekindergarten programs.
Also to Title VII students currently enrolled in kindergarten, a control group
randomly selected from qualified applicants to.the 1981-82 Project, and a comparison
group.. - o -

L "‘ . "

T - i

Z2cw many ctimes was the, .nsc'ument adminiscared?

Students in AISD's prekindergarten were tested-twice. Students were randomly assigned
either Form L or Y-‘or;m M for the pretest, and, then given the alternate form for the
posttest. R o : . 2

Py o .

.S

Yhen waj chéﬁ'“ iastrumen: adminiscersd?

The pretest was administered between October 19, 1981 and November 3, 1981.
The posttest was administered between April 19 1982-and May 10, 1982.

Whers was she instrument adminiscarsd?

Each child was tested individually by a tester in designated areas.

whe achninist:sred zhe iascrumanc?
The instrument was administered by bllingual individuals specifically hired for this task

" and by the Title VII evaluator. - ) -

Waat =raizing 3id he a.d:::_n.sc-ators have?
The evaluator and.one of the testers in charge had. previous experience in PPVT testlng'

; > . .
7as the insctument adminiscsrsd under standardlzed condl:sions?

Yes, except for variations im room location or arrangement.

Wers chers oroblaems izl che iascroment or the admipdscracion shar adighs afiface
the 7validicy of che daca? . ; : ,

None were identified.

who develoved tha lastrumenc?
Lloyd M., Dunn-and Leota- Dunn.

What weliabilizy. and validigy dara ars availabla on the {zstrumenc?
The PPVT-R manual provided extensive information on test developmen:,
norms, reliability, validity, etc. Reliability ranges rrom .61 to .88
(split-halsi), and from .71 to .89 (alternate form)

Ars zhere norm data availabla- faor intarﬁreciag z8e rasulzs?

Yes, standard norms are provided.

s
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Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised
Purpose

The selection and administration of the Peabody Picture Vocabuléry Test -~
Revised - (PPVT~R) was used to address the following decision and evaluation
questlons :

Decision Question.D-l: Should the Bilingual Preschool -Program
be adopted by the District as it is? 'If not, what components of
the program should the District undertake? :

Decision Question D-2: What components of the Program should
be modified to accomplish the objectives of the Program more fully?

L

- =~ . . - -
. - . . v .
. . ’

Evaluation Question Dl1-4, D2-l: Has the program impacted Eﬁgliéh
language skills?

Evaluation Question D2-4: How do children in Title VII Pre-K-
compare in terms of academic achievement with other Pre-K programs
Wlthin the D15tr1ct7- - “

l ‘ Evaluation Question D2-3: 1Is there a long~term impact on language
skills? . A '
"'\.../ t s
Procedures - o ';

* - .
. ¢
©.

The PPVT-R was administered twice during the 1981-82 'school year to
children“enrolled in the prekindergarten programs of the AISD; Title VII,
Migrant-and Title I. Children from three other groups were tested;

first year Title VII students who are attending kindergarten, a control
group and a comparison group. These three groups were tested only once.
Figure A-1 identifies the groups tested during the 1981-82 school year.
The pretest was administered from Ottober 19th to November 3, 1981. The
posttest was given from April 19, 1982 to May 10, 1982,

===

A control group was randomly selected from among the 1981-82 applicants
~-to the Title VII Preschool Project. These children were tested on May 6
and 7, 1982 at Sanchez Elementary. Parents of children in the control
Broup received a letter explaining the nature of the PPVT-R and the  sche-
d for testing. Originally, ten children were selected as the control

group™members. However, it was learned that two children were reglstered
" in other\prekindergartens. A third child moved out of the community.
These .thre children were released from the control group,.,

- - - ..
z :
a v
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. Group o . Pretested Posttested
* October 81 April 82

Title VII Preschool \ : : Yes ~ | Yes
Title I and Migrant : Yes " Yes

Title VII First Year Students, .
(current kindergarteners) No - - Yes

Title VII Control Group No . Yes

Emmanuel Child;'Inc _ No  Yes
(comparison group) . ' : N

FIGURE A-l. GROUPS TESTED DURING 1981-82 SCHOOL YEAR.

)
r |

The'following comparisons were conducted:

Title VII students with Title VII first year students

Title VII with control’ ‘group and with Emmanuel

Child, Inc. (comparison group):
In order to observe effects produced by a different curriculum, students-
from the Emmanuel Child, Inc. were also tested with-the PPVT-R on May 10,
,1982 at their center, Emmanuel Baptist Church, 200 Brushy, Austin, Texas.

Since the PPVT-R is an individudlly administered test, two bilingual test-
ers were given training in administration and scoring of the PPVI-R. '
Practice testing was conducted before testing took place. The PPVT-R

was administered during pre- and posttesting by the most experienced
tester. _ : 2

The PPVT-R has two forms - L and M. Both forms were used in testing.
Half the children in each class were randomly assigned Form M for the
pretesting. The opposite form was given to the child for a posttest.
Therefore, each child that was pre- and posttested has a Form L and Form
‘ M score. Furthermore, all Title VII students were also administered the.

Spanish version of the PPVT during the same day of the pre-~ and posttests.
The order of the tests was reversed during posttesting. Those students
who were tested first with the English PPVT were tested first in Spanish

) _’during posttesting. The questions addressed and the results of the Spanish
PPVT are addressed in Appendix B. -

[N

l D ’ Title VII with Title I and Migrant

A-4
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Attachment A-1 containstthe file layout for the data file used for the
analyses of -this section. It is acecessible under the name code PPVTTOT
on tape AQ20..at the Un1ver51ty or Texas at Austin,

Analyses

To analyze' the data obtained from PPVT-R testing, %everal'statistical

probedures were conducted. A t-tast was'used to compare pre- and -
posttests averages for the Project students and also to compare '
JLhe results from one Title VII school with the control and comparlson grouns,

To address the comparison among AISD's programs, a series of regression

model comparisons were used. Models used in tomgarlng the, three groups

are shown in Attachment A-2. . Regression information from the models in
Attachment A-3 can 'be used to test several hypothesesu. Are the lines

linear rather than curvilinear? If the lines are qurv111near, is the de-

gree of curvature the same at all levels of the pretest (dlfferent slopes)? .

Are differences between the groups the same ‘at all levels of the pretest
(different slopes)?  Are there any differences between groups (different
intercepts)? Moxe information about the models and hypptheses 1s con-,

tained in Figure A-7. The unit of anklysis was standard, scores. Tt

is a score that adjusts raw scores to age. \\ )

\

HAS THE PROJECT IMPACTED ENGLISH LANGUAGE SKILLS? I

Yes. The English skllls of the Title VII participants improved from -
pretest to posttest. A t-test was conducted to compare means attained

by Title VII Preschool students in the PPVT-R. The results of this test
indicate that the average standard score achieved ‘at posttest is greater
than the pretest average. Furthermore, the difference is statistically
significant at the 005 probability level. Resultg. of thés test are pre-
sented in Figure A-2, N v ‘

-

N  MEAN  DIFF. SD SE . T. VALUE DF SIGNIFICANCE
| PRETEST 69.57  28.44 2.84 | |
100 8.22 " 5.73 99 p0.05
POSTTEST  77.79 26,44 2.64 |
° . . @

FIGURE A-2. COMPARISON OF PRE- AND POSTTEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR THE
TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL PROJECT.

A=5




81.72

a
.,
.

PPVT-R scores attained by one of the Title VII classes were compared to
those attained by a control group in order to test whether or not the
difference betweendpre- and posttest means could bé attributed to Pro-
ject's-effects. Results from a t-test indicate that there is a signifi-
cant difference which favors the Title VII Pre-k group. ' Therefore, the
improvement in language achievement mady be attributed to the Project's’
effects. Figure A-3 presents the results of ,this test.

GROUPS N MuANS DIFF. SD SE  T. VALUE DF SIGNIFICANCE |
Sinchez . 17  76.47 24.90  6.04 -
Elementary g0 ‘ . ' »

32.05 3,13 22 P .05
control =~ 7 44.42  15.91 6.0l |
Group C

FIGURE A-3. COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN TITLE VII SHANCEZ ELEMENTARY AND A o
o CONTROL GROUP. o y

Another comparison procedure was conducted. The chief reason for this com-

parison was to explore the effects df instructional materials currently not "

used by the AISD. It is one of the goals of AISD's Title VII Preschool Pro-

ject to search for better ways to serve its target population. Posttest

results attained by the Project's students at S&nchez Elemeritary were com-

pared to PPVT scores attained by a group of students from Emmanuel Child,

Inc. which is a prekindergarten project located in the same community as -’

Sinchez Elementary. While Title VII uses the Bilingual Early Childhood Pro-

gram (BECP) as its core set of instructional matérials, Emmanuel draws its

units and materials from the Portage Project. Results-show that Title VII

students attained a greater standard score average that the comparison group;

however, the difference is not significantly different. Figure A~4 presents

the results of this test:? " : CT

GROUPS N  MEANS DIFF. SD ©  SE T. VALUE DF - SIGNIFICANCE
S4nchez 17 76.47 24,90 6.04 '
Elementary ' o »

7.60 o 1.07 23 Not_Significant
Emmanuel 8 68.87 10.45  3.69 o
Center : . -

FIGURE A-4. COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN TITLE VII'S SANCHEZ ELEMENTARY AND
EMMANUEL CHILD, INC. (Comparison Group).
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Attachment A-4 shows the frequency dlstrlbutlon of standard scores for pre-
‘and posttest obt iined by Title VIL Project students. Figure A-5 preseats

a frequency dist ;ibution of pre-'and posttest standard scores for LEP
students according to an interpretative scale defined by PPVT. TFigure

A-6 depicts graphically this distribution. It ‘can be concluded that desplte

improved achievement in English, the participants ‘need furthef language
development.

[

INTERPRETATIVE CATEGORIES PRETEST ', POSTTEST

N. OF CASES ° CUMULATIVE | N. OF° BASES CUMULATIVE
FREQUENCIES|> - - FREQUENCIES

EXTREMELY LOW SCORES 4y 42 s0% 29 29 - 34
S.S.% = 1-70 . o
MODERATELY LOW SCORES. 25 67  82% 22 51 60%
S.5. = 71-85° : -
LOW AVERAGE SCORES 13 80  95% 23 74 88%
S.S. = 86-100%*% . |
HIGH AVERAGE SCORES 4 84  100% 6 80 95%
S.5. = 101-1153 . .
MODERATE HIGH SCORE 0 ' 4 84 100%

S.S. = 116-130

EXTREMELY HIGH SCORES
S.8. = 131- +

* These figures are standard scores.

*% 100 standard score points equals the 50 percentile of the national
norm.,

Note: The table includes only LEP students who were pre- and posttésted during
' the 1981-82 school year.

FIGURE A-5. FREQUFNCY DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARD SCORES ACCORDING TO A PPVT
INTERPRETATIVE CLASSIFICATION

iy

o

A~7
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HOW DO CHILDREN IN TITLE VII COMPARE IN TERMS OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
WITH OTHER PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS IN' THE DISTRICT?

All students with a valid pre- and posttest were included in.the comparison
among programs. In-order to obtain a more valid result-all scores were

‘included regardless of whether or not the children reached the basal level

on the PPVT. To address the comparison among AISD's prekindergartens a
series of regression model comparisons were used. Information on the
models used in comparing the. groups is presented in Attachment A-2.
A comparison of Model 1 versus Model 5 proved significant, indicating that
the data were curvilinear. Figure A-7 gives the F values of each model
comparison that was made. 'A comparison of Model 1 versus Model 2
also proved to be statistically significant, indicating that- the quadratic
component was not the same for the three. programg" Thus, Model 1 SR
was’ considered to be the best model for showing d%fferences between
the groups.- .

. :
Figure A-8 plots the results from Model 1. The horizontal axis reflects
the Fall 1981 pretest scores on the PPVT, while the vertical axis plots
the Spring 1982 posttest scores. The Title I students are represented by a
solid line, while. the Migrant students are shown by the line. containing
"X's", and the Title VII students are represented by a line containing
squares. As can be seen from Figure A-8 the Title I students showed greater
gains than other students at all levels but the highest pretest levels.
Migrant students made greater gains than Title VII students at the lowest
pretest levels while the reverse was true for those with moderate pretest
scores where Title VII students made greater gains. It should be noted
that the scores for all students were compared to standardized national
norms on which no gain in standard scores would be expected normally

- However, Title VII Preschool Project attained an average gain of 7.53,

Title I Migrant 7.71 and Title I 12. 42, While the populations servedgby
Migrant and Title VII are of similar language characteristics and ethnic
composition, Title I is not. . T

L
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F VALUES FOR SPSS AREGRESSION R:ESULTS-—T:IREZ GROUP CASE

GRADE = 0 ;
TEST = ALL VALID ‘ '
NUMSER OF CASES = 323

- MODEL | VS MODEL S—=CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
' SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 44570.10976
- OF = 3, 314 F s 3.333150946950587
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL § ® 45989.4666 Y (p < .05)
’ _
- <~ _
. MCOEL | VS MODEL 2==COMMON QUADRATIC PCRTION
 SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 44570.10976 ‘ : -
. ~ DF = 2, & F e 4.695436757723986
1 [ - g 787
. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 43903.07875 ( < .05)
l MCDEL 2 VS MODEL J=-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 45903.07875 S 4
. : DF = 2, 3ié& Fow. 12.82651313037984
. SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL 3 = 49529.51196 (e < .05) )
MODEL | VS MODEL 3-=PARALLEL LINEAR SLIPES
. ; SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 44570.10975 ;
v ’ DF = 4, 314 T s 3.310973593433021
’ SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 49429.51194 > (P < .05)
, ‘ MCDEL3 VS MODEL 4—ZQUAL QUADRATIC' INTERCEPTS
SUM OF, SOUARES, MODEL 3 = 49429.51196 , :
: OF = 2, 3513 F = 8.867327583024429
- SGM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = '52397.33028 . (- 05)
X . P <
' MODEL 5 VS MODEL §==COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 645989.4866
' ’ oF = 2, 37 F o= 12.85423777952647
"SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 49719.17978 ( 05)
. ’ P <.
' SODEL 6 VS MODEL 7~=COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODZL § = 49719.17978 o
B oF = 2, 119 F = 10.002748157128539
SUM OF SQUARZS, “ODEL 7 = 52837.22545 - (p < .03)
' Figure A-7. F-TESTS FOR ALL STUDENTS IN EACH OF THREE GROUPS.
, A-10 | .
-
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IS THERE A LONG TERM IMPACT ON LANGUAGE SKILLS? ; :

A follow-up study of former Title VII students was conducted during this
year. The follow-up consisted in the administration of two tests, PPVI-R
and ITBS. The latter is administered to all kindergarteners in the District

as a standard procedure: The ITBS results are-discussed in appendix G of
this report. o i :
The PPVT-R was administered to students who were classified as of limited
English proficiency during the first year of operation of the Title VII
Bilingual Preschool PrOJect (1980-81). PPVT-R was administered to 75

former students who were enrolled in the District's kindergartens.

They attained an average standard score of 84.09 points with a 'standard
deviation of 15.23. Thds average score is higher thanm the awerage score
.attained by the same group during the Spring 1981 administration of the

PPVT-R as a posttest. During that testing they scored an average standard
score of 77.79 points with a standard deviation of 15.23. -The results

of the Spring 1982 test indicate that language development continues
improving. However, thelr scores as a.group are stlll below the national norm.

HOW DID THIS YEAR'S SCORES COMPARE TO 1980-81' SCORES?

Flgure.A -9 presents a summary of statlstlcs attained durlng the first and
second year of the Project.:

| FIRST YEAR OF THE PROGRAM¥* ' SECOND YEAR OF THE PROGRAM*
| . Number of students tested: 51 "Number of students tested: 84
_ PRETEST : Average = 69.19%% ' PRETEST : Average = 65.12%%
Standard : . Standard
- Deviation=23.81 Deviation=26.81
' POSTTEST: Average = 80.76 POSTTEST : Average -= 72.40
' "~ Standard _— Standard
Deviation=19.43 , Deviation=25.68
\ ‘Average standard score gain: 11.57 Average standard score gain: 7.28

% These statistics are for LEP students who have a pre- and posttest score

K only.

| ) :

. ﬁf The figures represent standard scores points.
\ : ' ‘

F%GURE A-9., SUMMARY OF 1980-81'and 1981-82 TITLE VII PRESCHOOL PROJECT.

\ . _ o A-12
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Conclusions:

The results of the PPVT-R indicate that the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
Project had a positi¥e effect on the English language skills of the children
enrolled:. They also demonstrate that the children who participated in this
project benefited more than those who stayed at home. . However, despite

the improvement demonstrated, these students need further development in English
language skills. In comparing programs within the District, the test showed
that Title I Migrant was more effectlve'w1th the lowest scoring population

than Title VII. Although the PPVT-R.measures only one aspect of learning,

other components of the evaluation will be analyzed to provide possible
hypotheses to explaln that flndlng.

A-13
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FILE LAYOUT

81.72. . Attachment A-1
o PAGE _1 _OF 3
LABEL ID B TAPE NQO._A-020 PPVITOT  BY:
BLOCKSIZE __ CHARACTERS ‘ . DATE.CREATED:
RECORD SIZE : CHARACTERS SUG. ‘SCRATCH DATE:
‘ : _ DENSITY BPI
PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST SCORES SEQUENCE
DESCRIPTION The file contains PPVI-R scores for 1981-82 for all
REMARKS AISD prekindergarteners. It includes Title I, Title I Migrant and
: Title VII Bilingual Preschool : '
NO, OF ' T -
| cols leaom i | DATA FORMAT |  FIELD NAME REMARKS
L,g ' 1 3 Alpha File Name _(ASC) _
l 1 4 4 ' (Blank -
21 S i 25 ~__Alpha Name (iast name-space-first nam
1 26 26 Alphanumeric Sex (1=feﬁale;72=malel
3 27. 29 o School Code (See attachment "A") -
2 30 31 " Teacher Code (See atrtachment "R'") v'
I . 32 32 * Tester- ..o .~ _(See attachment i 0L I
2 33 34 " Ape ~( in months)
1 35° 35 - " Form ( L= 1; M=2)
[ 1 36 36 . " Prozrém (Title I=1f'Mizran;=2AILVIIéll
L 37 37 " Language Dominance (Englishél: Spanish=2{ Other=3
1 38 38 " Basal - (ves=l; No= 2 )
1 39 39 " - Time of Year, (%:n:&= 1 : post_=2)
| 2 40 41 Raw Score
! S . -
3 42 44 " Standard Score .
2 45 1 46 " Percentile Score
1 47 o4y - Possibly Invalid | (1= Yes) -
1 1. 48 48 " Race (;Amer. Indian= 1; Asian =2
' Black= 3; Hispanic=4
- ' Anglg[other = 5)
1 49 | 49 " Lang. Classification ( l= LEP; 2 = Non-LEP
| . N .
Yy &0 6o " - PPVT Spanish Raw
' ‘ Scores, '
—
A-14
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Attachment "A"
Allan = 142
Allison = 101

.Becker = 104

Brooke = 108

.Brown = 109

Dawson = 114
‘Govalle = 116
Maplewood = 122

Title VII.cdﬁfrol group =

Attachment "B"

Hinte (Allan) = 01
Alonzo (Allan) = 02
Biel (Allison) = 03
Garza (Allison) = 04
Mitchell (Becker) = 05
Ramirez (Brooke) = 06
Guerra (Brooke) = 07

) Martin (Brown) = 08

- Perguson {Browm) =.09 .

Bahr (Dawson) = 10
Luna (Govalle) = 11

Attachment "C'"

CA (Cynthia Angell) =1

KH (Karen Havholm) = 2
FO (Fran Olson) = 3

Metz = 124
Norman = 150
Ortega = 126
Ridgetop = 133
Rosewodod = 135

" St. Elmo = 136

Sanchez =.127
Sims = 139

000

Carter (Maplewood) = 12
Martinez (Metz) = 13 '
Alaniz (Norman) = 14
Castillo (Ortega) = 15
Webb (Ortega) = 16
Peterson (Ridgecop) = 17
Menchaca (Rosewcod) "= 18
Alvarado (St. Elmo) = 19

_Saucedo (Sanchez) = 20
- Garcia (Sanchez) = 21

Diefendorf (Sims) = 22

.CC (Catherine Christner) = 4

MA (Martin Arocena) = 5
BB (Bertha Bravo) = 6

WW (Wanda Washington) = 7

AB (Alice Breard) = 8

i

Attachment A;l
{( page 2 of 3)

. A-15




ATTACHMENT A-1.
(page 3 of 3)

FILE LAYOUT OF VARIABLES USED FOR FILE A020 SECONDZ.

VARTAELE

SEX
SCHOOL -
CTEACH
TESTERL.
AGE1L
FimML -
PROG

O LAMNG
BASALL
TIME .~
RAWFRE
STANPRE
FERCPRE
INVAL1

" RACE
Lip
SFANFRE
TESTERZ

VARIAELE

AGIED

© FORMZ
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RAWFDS
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e
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e
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Attachment A=

MODEL SPECIFICATION AND ANALYSIS

-A saries of linesr modals was used to maka comparisons among the thrae

programs on the pattern of achievement gains. A description of each
model is as follows: : '

Model 1: Contains separate linear, curvilincar and group membaership
: componencs for each program. This allows for indepandent -

curvilinsar r-grcsaion lines.

Model 2: Contains snpa:a:o linenr'and group mambaership componcn:s,

. but a common curvilinear vector. This raquires the quad-
ratic componant of the ragreasion lines to be aqual for N
each group; although Chl intercepts and slopes may differ.
for each group.

Model 3: Contains separate group membership vectors but common
linear and curvilinear vectors. This requires parallal
curvilinear ragression linee, although intercapts may )
diffar, -

Model 4: Concaiﬁ; only a common linear and a common cutvilfnonr

veacetor,’ This requires parallel curvilinear regrassion
~lines. with a common intaercepc..

Model S5: ‘Con:ains separats linear and group membarship vectors, and
: uo curvilinear vectors. This allows independent linear
reagreeaion lines. ;

Model 6: Contiins separate group membershio vactori, a common
linear vector and no curvilinear vectors., This raquiras
comaon linear slopas, although the intercepts may diffaer.

Model 7: Contains only a common linsar vector for each groﬁp.‘ This -
requires ccmmon liqear slopls and common lntercepts.

The following comparisons ware made to teet for differential patterns
among the t:hzu prograns:

Modal 1 vs Model 5: This =ests whather the lines ara curv41innar or

linear. The results datermine whethar one exxninls the curvtl;naur
or linear czaczdns for the best solution.

Model 1 vs Model 2: This-:as:s vhn:hcr the degree of cﬁrvilinnaricy
ts the same - for each group; i.e., whather :hn'quadr;:ic components

_ of the regreesion lines are equal for all groups.

Model 2 vs Model 3: This comparison dl:lrminns wh-:hlr the slopls
of :h- regreseion lines sra equal for all graups. .

Model 1 vs Model 3: This caests whether tha lines are plrallll in
affact making the above two comparisons simultaneousle

Model 3 vs Modal 4: This cests vhather the lin-s dre saparate or
have the same iucnrcnp:, given :ha: theay ars curved and parallel,

Model S vs Model 6: This tests wvhether the groups have commecn linear
slopes. b . .

- Model 6 vs Model 7- This tests whether the groups have common linear

intercapts.,

In gnn-rll, one first makas the Model 1 vs Yodal 5 comparison. If this

"Elst is significant, one examines tha next four comparisons of Models

1, 2, 3, and 4, 1If the Model 1 ¥s Model 5 comparison is nut significane,
one cxzminel the last two cowmparisons tescing Modals 5, 6, and 7,

A-17
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Attachment  A=3

8l1.7
? L]
CASEZ -
Variables |
U'= unitb§eécor
1= posttest ’
2 = precest' ' | . - . K ) e
3 = pretest if group 1; 0, otherwise
El& = sretast 1£ group 2; 0, otherwise
"5 = pretest if grouﬁ 3; 0, otherwise
5 m pretesé sqﬁgred (variable 2 squared)
7 = variable 3 squared | '
8 =_vériable,4 squared
| 9 ; variable 5 squar=zd “
- 10 =;l‘of group'l; 0, otherwise
11 = 1 if grouwn 2; O, otherwise
12 = 1 if group 3; 0, otherwise o
Models - r . <:J//';\Comme‘m:s

Model 7 laU+2

Model 1 l=U+3+4+3+7+8+9+ 10 Allows indapendehc curvilinear

Model 2 \\}\?

Model 3 1 =U+2+6+10+ 11 + 12

Model 4 l=U0U+2+6

+ 11 + 12 o " . regression linas. ~

U+3+4+5+6+ 10 Requires quadratic cOpponenc.
Ll o+ 12 . of lines to be equal for =ach
S ‘group. Intercepts may differ,

Réquires parallel curvilizear
regression lines. Intercepts
aay differ. -

Requires parallel curvilinear
regression linas with common

intercept. .
Model S l=U+3+4+5+10 Allows independent (diifsrent)
+ 11+ 12 - linear (straight line) regrassion

Model 6 l=0U+2+ 10+ 11 + 12

lines.

Requires common linear slopes;
© . ..-and intercepts may diflar.

: . Requires commoh,linear slopes
ORI . and common intercapts.

o 36 - %

SN




ATTACHMENT A-4.
- (Page 1 of 2)

;l

1481,

. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARD SCORES ON THE PPVT-R FOR PRETEST FALL
l -TQNF‘F\F

. STANDARD © ADJ CUM O STANDARD AL CuM  STANDARD A CUM
SCQRES FRE@ FIIT PCT SCORES FRE@ FPLT FCT SCORES  FRER P T FCT.

l 1. 1 1 1 sS4, 1 1 30 23, 3 .3:_ 7"
13, 2 =z = 53, 1 1 31 w0, R 4
16. 2 2 08 S9. 1 L 22 Pl. 1.1 74
13, 1 .1 4 60, S S B4 . a2 79

l 17. 1 1 7 A, 22 3 each 1 1 79
0. 1.1 7 70. 1 13 94, 2 o2 =
21. 1 1 = 71. 22 41 D5, 1 1 &3z

' 23, S T =28 2z 43 B, ! 1 &3
=4, 1 i 10 0 T7E, Tl e BT B LB LBAL

~ 27. B . 74, -1 1 45 - ea, z ol

' 2=, 2 2 14 Th. ) o 47 -8 I B -y
30. 1 1 15 77. 1 1 43 166, 3 R
cic i 2 2 17, 7. 4 4 si 101, x .2 94
5. 1 1 18 7. 2w =3 102, 1 1 %5

' 7. 2z 20 E= B 2 2= 103, 1 1 %A
“ 33, 1 1 21 1. I LS4 . 104, 1 1 97
41. ) R B3 =) 5 .5 61 102, 1 1 w2

' 44, 1 1z &3, =z e 115 1- 1 w9

- ‘ 44. 4 4 264 34. 2 2 44 145, 17 1 100

47. 2 =z o3 35, 4 4 :

' S2. 1 L2 2. 2 2T

, TN
. YALLID CASES 17 CMISSING CASES 0

19

1 - | | .
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Attachrent A-4 |
(page 2 of 2)

' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF STANDARD SCORES ON THE PPVT-R FOR POSTTEST
SPRING 1982. R e L.

o

STANPOS L, B S
| o ,,

STANDARD ALL) Cutd 'STANDARD At CuM o STANDARD | AR LM
SCORES ~ FRE@ PCT PCT  -SCORES FRER PCT FCOT  SCORES  FREG PCT PLT

VALID CASES 112 CMISSING CABES 7

. , 17. 1 1 1 b4, 11 29 (P 1171
1. 1 1@ &5, 2 2 30 P2, e 8 73
2z S B &b 11 o: 9, 3 (5 74
l 24, z oz 4 &3, 11 32 94, 'z \z 78
24, 1 1 s 6., 11 33 5. 11,79
27. 4 4 9 7. 1 1 =4 N R Sy
20, 1 1 10 74 33 37 PE. L )5 ‘10
' 3. 1 1 11 Tl 11 @ 55, 1. 1 "En
34. 1 1 o1z 77, ' :3 CLEE 100, 2 2 83
a7 11 1o 73. G @ 41 .10, ¢ 4 4 .37
' ' z 215 7%, 1 4z 1oz, Rt a,oaw
\ 40, 202 17 20, S 4 44 7 105, 7 oz 2o :
41 22 19 =1 1 1 47 106, o Z ,
‘ 45, 1.1 Z0 &3, z oz 4% 10%. . 41 wm . o~
47. 1 1oz S84, A -} 1Lz, 1 174
, . 49., 1 ro 21 35, 4 4 =4 114, a2 9
' S5, 1 1 =2 8. 2 2 oSe 118, 2z ew7
57.. 2 2 24 87 S 4 &1 120, ;2 99 .
A0, 1 1 25 B, 7 & 67 121, IR R R K <1
gx hZ. 2 2 Vo &w, R L ) - .
' AcH R R {2 20, ! 170 o
R . [ ’
l o MIBSSING DATA “ R
ZOUE  FREE CODE  FRE® ZODE  FRER ]
. © . . - " -
l | -0 7 : , : '

: )7 . _ . . .
" N e
Q . . ~ . ©o
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21 .72 ’ ‘. IMSTRUMENT DESCKIPTION: PEABODY PICTURE VO(E@BULARY TEST, SPANISH VERSION.

‘zhe iascTuxentc: Y

W-+af dascriscion of

The Spanish PPVT is based on tha English“’version of the test. The same cue pictures are
used. The cue words, however, are spoken in Spanish. X

N
(1

"-L\. : o . _‘?3 ,
)
B To whom was the iastouments admiaistared?

To all Title VII participants and also to a control. group.

Hgw many tines was the instrument adainiscarsd?

The instroment was administered twice. . R R

. ‘ . N
» , - . \
; - 77 : ' .
- n

\’l . When was Che instrument administersd? ) ’ ) :

The PPVT-S was adminiscered first as a pretest on October 19, 1951 through November 3,

l 1981. It was adminin\tered as a posttest from April 19, 1982 through May 10, 1982.
A
Whers was che ingtrustent adminisctarad? ) k D
" In designated areas chosen by the school administracion, in each of the six Title VII
: schools.
2
Who administarasd the iasczument?
. The pretest was administered by the TitleVII Evaluator. The posttest was given by a
* bilingual individual hired specifically for this task. N
. 3 3 ’
) . )
‘Waat ”ai::..nc did =he ad:xin..at*;:ors have? .
The testers were trained in the administration of the test and scoring procedures by
l ' ORE personpel. . .
'«Ta.sV:.‘u inscoument administersd under standardized ‘conditions?
l YTes.
’
g T . Tara chars srcblems wizh cha iascowment or thd admindseracion :L-:a:: ~izie afmct

var
7alidicy of zhe daea? - -

No. B

Who develooed the izscrument?
' : . The PPVT-S was designed by Ann Washington from the MacA.llen Indepcndent -School District.

It: is an adaptation from the PPVT designed by Dunn and Dunn.

Jha: raliapilicy and walidizy daca ars aviilabla on zhe instumenr?

-

None. [

Ara chere morm daca available. for intarpraciag che Tesul:zs?

No.




Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

[ :

Purpose

o

(PPVT) Spanish version was used to address the following decision and
evaluation questions: :
) . : *
Decision Question Dl: Should the Bilingual Preschool Project be adopted
-~ by the District as it is? If not, what components of the program should

o . * the District undertake? . ¢

Decision Question D2: What cngonents_of the Prcject should be modified :
to accomplish the'objéctives‘of the Project more fully? .

S

Ve

I ¢ The selection and adm1nlstrat10n of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

skills7

Evaluatlon Question D1-8: Is the BECP responsxve to the skill
development of preschool children?

Procedures- B

The Spanish Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-S) is an instrument based on
the English version. It was adapted to Spanish by ‘Ann Washington from the
Mac Allen Independent School District. The test utilizes the same book of
plates that the Engllsh version does. However, the cue words are given in

The PPVT-S is an individually administered, ‘untimed test. It was given twice

during the 1981-82 school year to participants of the Title VII Project and -

also to a control group. The pretest was administered from October 19,1981
_to November 3, 198l. and the posttest was administered from April 19, 1982

to May 10, 1982

administration and scoring procedures. Hands-on training was conducted
Training was conducted prior to the actual testing. -

The PPVT-S was administered at the six Title VII schools. Test areas were
- ~ designated at each of the schools.

The initial intent of the evaluation component was to have a control group
for each school. This goal was not achieved, However, a control group

at the Sanchez Elementary site was identified and this group consisted of
10 Progect ‘applicants who met the required qualifications but who were

not selected in the random gelection of participants. ORE kept in

l ' The tests were conducted by two bilingual testers who were trained in test

S

"B-3

: Evaluatlon Qpestlon Dl >: Has the Project impacted Spanish language.

Spanlsh. ‘ & L
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81.72

contact with the control group through telephone calls and correspon-
dence. Two control subjects were released after it was learned that
they had enrolled in other prekindergartens. A third one had the telephone
disconnected and did not respond to written correspondence. Thus, the N
control group was reduced to seven of the original individuals. Testing
for this group was conducted at Sanchez Elementary. ’ ‘

Analyses ¢

The PPVT-Spanish version (PPVI-S) does not have norm data. Therefore,
‘raw scores were used as the unit of amalvsis. A test was used to compare
the pre-.and posttest means. Project's effects were also examined. - The
data is stored at the University of Texas at Austin and is accessible
under the name A020 PPVTTOT. The variable layout is presented in
Attachment A-l. )

e ' ... Results:

‘Pre- and posttest scores were obtained for 94 of the 108 ‘students, and

- seven children from the control group were also ‘tested. 'Results from
the comparison. of means test ‘indicates - that the children®s vocabularies

~ in Spanish had improved. The difference of means was statistically
significegt. Figure B-1 shows the results of the t-test.

1

N | Pretest Posttest 'Difference t value Signifitaﬁ@e
‘ Mean Mean
% 23,92 26.97. 3,05 3.32 P<0.05
D SD | SD |
13.80 14.86  8.92

FIGURE B-1, PRE- AND POSTTEST COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR SPANISH PPVT s

“RAW SCORES.
Figure B~2 presénts the results of the comparlson between Sanchez and
the control group regardlng Spanish language development. The procedure
did not identify significant differences among these two groups. Thus,the
Project's effects on the Spanish language skills could not be’'established.:




GROUPS N MEAN SD

DIFFERENCE t SIGNIFICANCE

SANCHEZ 18  23.00% 12.49
ELEM.

CONTROL 7 30.00% - 16.83

* These figures are raw score points.

COMPARISON OF MEANS FOR S&NCHEZ ELEMENTARY’AND CONTROL GROUP.

FIGURE B-2.

Attachment B-1 reports the frequency distribution of the Title VII
prekindergarten scores obtained from the PPVT-S.

.Conclusion:

Results attained by Title VII students inm the PPVT-S indicate that the Spanish
language skills of the group improved. from pre- to posttest.’ However, this. -
. improvement cannot be. attributed to the Title VII Project &imce results were
not signlficantly different from those of a control group.’

oG
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\ (Page 1 of 2)

|

)

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF P?VT,_SPANISH VERSION,SCORES*‘. POR POSTTEST.

SPANPRE

RAW ADW CUM  RAW s >AUJ cuM RAW ADJTCUM
SCORES ~ FRE@LIPCT2PCT3  SCORES  FRER PCT PCT  SCORES  FREG RCT RFOT .

t 11 13, 7 7 3 g 2 T 77
S S SR 19, 7 7 4% 37. x oz 7w
2. 1 1 3 Z0, 4 4 49 i bl T e3
3. 2 -z 5 210 z 2 50 7. 2z a5
3, 4 4 = 22, 1 1 51 g0. 2z &7
s. 23 11 3. t 1 =z 41, 11 Ee
B 11 1z 24, 2 2z =4 472, 22 w0
7. 3 315 25, 1 - L =55 44, - 2 2 w9z
2. 2 2 17 26, 2z 57 47. 202 93
7. t 1 18 7. 2 2 59 43, 1 1 94
10. 1 1 19t 28, t r 40 - 30, 1. 1 95
.1z, 1.1 2O ZO. 2 2 ez - d1. 1 1 %4
13, 303 22 3., b b b7 oSz, 1 1 97
14, 2 3 25 zz. 11 sm g3, 1.1 9
15. 1 1 26 il 4 4 72 7. 1 S 1
16. 2 2 28, 34, 2.2 74 61, 1 .1 100
17. 4 4 1 1 '

&z -+ 35,

, MISSING DATHA |
+ CODE  FRER w - CODE  FRER CODE  FRER
-0 12 '

[ e

VALID CASES 107 MISSING CAGES 12

/ . .
* These-are tav Scores. - 1. FREQ = Frequency

2. ADJ PCT

l o | 3. CUM PCT

Adjusted Rercentage

Cumulative Percentage

~




81.72 o ' ' : Attachment B-1
. : ﬁ};> (Page 2 of -2)

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PPVT-SPANISH SCORES*FOR.THE POSTTEST.
p )

. BPANPOS

RAW ADI LM RAW AD. UM RAW AL -CUM-
SEORES  FrE@!PrT2PzT3  SCORES  FREm PCT PCT  SCORES  FREG PIT PCT

z. 1 21. A3 40,

a. 6 22, 45 41, 73
4, = A, 2 32, 30
. 9 24, 47 44, az
7. 10 25. - 50 45/ 25
3. 11 ) 53 44, 2T

e e B e 0D G R B e i
e Y X R R !
9
[

11 2 2

5= 05 2 oz

3 3 R I

11 11

11 3 @

11 27 303 ,
10. 11 1z 23. L 1 =4 . 47,
11. 2 -z 14 2. 4 4 =@ g, 2
2. 4 4 13 20. o209 49, 93
13. 1119 31. 1 L &0, St.. VS
14, 3 B8 26 3. S 1 1 6L Ss200 54
15. 1 1 =27 . 33. 1 1 Az 53, 27
16. 22 I 24, Fc R S R - T e
17. F.0% 32 O3S, )3 .3 &3 Se. el
e .3 @ 35 T 11 A% A, 100
; 4 4 39 = 11 79 ' ‘
20. '3 3 42. 3%, .- S5 5 75

: MIGSGaINTG ODATA '
CODE - FRE® o CODE  FREGR ‘ . CODE FREQ

ﬂ 13

[

VALID BASES » 10646 MISSING CASES 1

* These are raw scores o 1. FREQ = Frequency

2. ADJ PCT = Adjusted Percentage

3, CUM PCT = Cumulative Percentage’

S
=z
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Aruiext providea by enc nm:

' Instrumeﬁt Descripﬁion; 'Ea‘rly Chiidhood .Obseriratidn 'Form.

rdaf descriseion of ctm isge=w=gne:

Struc:urud classroom obssrvations wers based upon the Early Childhood Obum:ion Form -
Part B. It is a record of minute by mimute school activities following a oupil for the
entire school day. Several variables are recordad such as language used, average group
size, minutes of scructured, unstructured, insmzc:inul and nou~instructional
ac:ivi:ins.

3 vhom vas <ha ‘agnsu=mewe adzinistased?

To salected children in Title VII Preschool Project..

Jow =sn7 ~i=as 723 cha losTrmens admisd sTared?

‘During the 1981-82 school year, twenty-six observations were conducted.

Then 7as tha ingteenc adorisdszared?

The observations wu-. conduc:-d. dur:Lng the month of March and the firs: two weeks of
Aprdl, 1982, :

&
<hers 7as the ‘.:.::mn: adizd seared?

s
1

_The observations were conducted in all Ticla VII preschool classes.: A ‘ .

1
Rhe ad=imiscared im izgooeemgus?

" Two, observers ware hired speciiically for this task.

»

stac Tmxdisdsg i44 she ad':z:‘.s:-:.::-s Savae?

The ad-inisn'z:ors wvare t:rain.d by ORE .in oburvntion :echniques. They ware . also
instructed '{n the variables to be observed. Furthermore, the first two observation
sessions for each observer were cousidersd practice. They were accompanied by the
evaluator and problems ware discussed afterwards. : ’

a3 the imgoowmemr admdodscarsd cudar stasdavdizad condisioms?

Yes. -
wary shgwes Ivoblams wizh ke ‘_~: —=e=z 9T ths acsdadgcemanion wieze miche gdfacs

e 7alidicy of she daga?

Yone.

| Who davaloved he (mgr=emgme?-

ORE.

whae Teliipdlisw imd walidd=r daez gws gvaslabla oo she ‘mgceemans?
2220 S0’ B2 T =

o

Yone.

Are chers aorm dacs availapla: fop fnesrovesisg chs vesul:zs?

No. ’




81.72

CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

, The purpose of the classroom observations was to address the following
decision and evaluation questions: ..

Decision Question D-1: Should the Bilingual Ereschool Project be
adopted by the District as it is?. If not, what components of the
project should the District undertake?

Decision Question D—2 What components ‘of the Project should be modi--
fied to accomplish the obJectives of. the ProJect more fully?

Evaluatien Question Dl-1: What is the nature of the Project
(general characteristlcs and, unique features)? ;

" To describe the nature of the Project the following questions were
addressed S .

[y
Lt

l» . . " a) How much time is dedicated to structured instructidn; un-<
S _ .structured instruction, and non-instructional activities?.

'b) How many minutes were teacher, aide, and others involved
in structured instruction?

. ¢) Who provided instruction?
d) To what extent was dual langwage instruction provided?

e) Was instruction provided in large or small groups9 How
‘large were these groups’ :

f) How was communication between English—proficient and limited-
English-proficient students facilitated? '

Procedures

.Classroom observations were conducted during the month of March and the
first two weeks of April in the six Title VII preschooh classes. Visits
were not announced but teachers knew what date observations started and
how'many times they were going to be observed. Certain conditions were
followed in scheduling observations. The same school was not visited.

* twice during the same week and observation sessions for each school
were scheduled on different days of the week. There were a total of
26 class visits for the purpose of conducting observatlons.

’

C-3




Observations lasted the ent1re school day (390 minutes, from 8:00 a.m. to
30 p:m.). : -

Two observers were hired to conduct classroom observations. Both were fluent
in English and Spanish. They were trained in classroom observation techniques
and were taught the definition of the. variables to be observed. Observers

T'USEd the Early Childhood Observation Form (Revised). It is a form where events -
and behaviors observed are recorded according to preestabllshed codes ‘and defini~ -
" tions. The form was developed by ORE's staff. It was slightly modified to in-.

clude s0me variables of special interest to the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
Project. For example, a column" to record LEP—English Proficient chlldren s
interaction was added. Attachment C-1 is a copy of the form used '
The first four observations were used as a trainlng exercise for the observers
and to establish interrater reliability. During these four observations the
observers and the evaluator recorded pupil activities on the Early Childhood
Observation form. After each of these sessions, recorded responses were com-—
pared and discussed for the purpose of establishing interrater relfability.

There were four observations from.the total 26 conducted that were discarded

- from analyses for several reasons. One of the:classes observed lasted only
- half-day due to a teacher staff development session, scheduled for the time

remaining of the school day. ‘Since th1s was not consldered to be a typical
day it was discarded. The other three were -eliminated because for a variety
of reasons observers left minutes of the observation unrecorded..

. The unit of observation wds a school—day minute. The observations focused
- on the exper1ence of a particular student during a school day. He/she was

followed throughout the school day and minute by minute records were ‘taken

" of h1s/her personal experience during a particular school day.

| The observers followed a preestablished selectlon procedure to p1ck the child

to be observed. Each observer was prov1ded with a roster of students. Each
roster included a classification of students according to language ability.
Before class started, observers asked the teachers to identify for them four
children among whom the target child was {ncluded. To avoid the possibility
of a bias if the teacher knew which child was being observed, they were not
told which student was under observation.i' . o

The language class1f1catlon provided on th roster of students given to ob-
servers was established according to Primary Acquisition of Language (PAL)

test results. Three groups were formed. Group A consisted of children who
were essentially Spanish Monolinguals. Group C was its counterpart, children
who were English dominant and had a higher 'degree of English proficiency. In
this group were classified all the Non-LEP students and children that were LEP
but whose English proficiency was higher than others in the class. The third
group, labeled B, was formed by children who were English dominant yet their
proficiency indicated by test scores was lower than Group C and higher" than
Group A. The group formation was verified by teacher's personal perceptions of
their student's language ablllty. This classification was established to allow
the evaluators to observe language of instruction for the different groups.

S C-4
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minutes every day during a five-day week. Classtoom observations showe
_of the school day. The remaining time, 51.28% (200/390 minutes) of the.

breakfast, lunch, a rest period (a nap), a short snack, restroom v151ts,
and also time for free play on the school's playground. : '

81.72 R : ' o \

Findings

The school day for Title VII preschoo1 proiect participants lasted 390
that the average time dedicated to instruction was 48.71% (190/390 minute
school day was used for. non-instructional activities. The latter included

For anlay51s purposes, instruction was subdivided into structured and un-—.
structured instruction. The first term refers to instructional activities
prescribed by the core set of instructional materials used. Unstructured

_ instruction, on the other hand, refers to activities used by the teacher to

reinforce the core instructional material's units and/or other activities
such as music class, physical education, sharing time with the teacher,
attending spe¢ial programs, and listening tc stories. From classroom ob-
servations, it was learned that on the average 19.74% (77/390 minutes) of
the school day was used for structured instruction while 28.97% (113/390

"mlnutes) of the school day was dedicated to unstructured instruction,

Flgure C-1 shows the dlstrlbutlon of time during the school day, and also
a breakdown of tlme used for ‘the various non-instructional actlvitles.

'l
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<

Unstructured
Instruction
113 min.

(28.8%)

Structured
Instruction
77 min.
(19.6%)

an-Instruction
200 min.
(51.4%)

7
School Day =

! 5

390 min.

. v . . -
. . . e

FIGURE C-1

P

L

as’a team.
VII teacher,
teacher.

their activities together.

« . . . . /
G B B S D O BB e

VoS

' WHO PROVIDED INSTRUCTION? ¥

.* DISTRIBUTION OF TIME ACCORDING

separated only by short partitions and bookcases.
At Brooke Elementary, the designated
teacher was absent due to illness for six school weeks,
teacher replaced her during that time.

c-6

B= 7 min.

 G=33min.

Non-Instruction = 200 min.
A= breakfast D= snack :
'B= restroom visits E= nap
C= lunch F= transitions

G= free time

TO ACTIVITIES.

Instrnction was provided by'bilingually certified teachers in collabo-—
. ration with a teacher's aide and occasionally others such.as a music
teacher, physical education coaches, librarians and substitute teachers.

During the 1981—82 school year,one of the Title VII classes was '
different from the others in that two. prekindergarten teachers taught
At Allison Elementary, children were taught by the Title
the aide and also by the.Title I Migrant prekindergarten
Both prekindergarten classes were held in an open area

These teachers planned

A substitute

Figures C-2 and C-3 show the average amount of time provided by each type
of instructor during structured and unstructured instruction.
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Structured Instruction Providers: : _ -
Teachers Aides Other 1 Tdtal '
Minutes Observed 968 621 100 1690 )
Average Time per b4 | 28,22 4.59 76.81
Observation (min,) :
- 7
SD 22.38 - 21.98 o 7.79 29.23
% 'of Total 57.28% 36.747% ©5.97% 100%

N. of Observations: 22 ~
e . ‘ .
1 Other is the Title I Migrant teacher at Allison Elementary.

FIGURE C-2. TIME OF STRUCTURED INSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO PROVIDER OF
INSTRUCTION. . o

0

Unstructured Tustruction Providers: .

| Teachers Alides Other ! Indepenéent 2 Total
‘Minutes Observed 805 248 369 ' 1,055 } 2477
”'7'A§erage,riae per  36.59 11-57.: 16.77 - 47.95 ' 112.59
<0bserva;ion‘(min.) ' : : S : )
s . 1577 0 14,46 éo.94 TRV 126,36
% of Total 32.49% 10,007 - 14.89% 42.59% -~ - 100%

3

N. of Observations: >22

1 Others include a music teacher, physical education coaches, and

l#brarians. : :
2 During this time children work alone 'in one of the learning centers.

FIGURE C-3. TIME OF UNSTRUCTURED INSTRUCTION ACCORDING TO PROVIDER OF
 INSTRUCTION. ,

4
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“the ‘English syntax, vocabulary and concepts instructional activities.

TO WHAT EXTENT WAS DUAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTICN PROVIDED? .
The predominant language of instruction was Engli;h. However, Spanish
was also used to provide instruction primarily to those children who
were Spanish dominant and/or proficient in both languages. The
classes followed a rotatjonal pattern for structured instruction.
While the teacher instructed one of the groups, the aide also pro~-
vided instruction to another. The third group worked- independently

in one of the learning centers until it was time to rotate. Each
period lasted an average of fifteen minutes. Teachers and aides
saught each group in.the dominant language of each particular group.
Figure C-4 shows average time of structured instructipn according to
language of* instruction. . o

]

. AVERAGE srnucwuaéb TNSTRUCTION IN: -
No. of
children Total .
Group observed Average English Spanish - Both* Non-Verbal -
Spanish . - 40.5 min. 26.25 min. 15.62 min. 1.37 min.’
Dominant 8 83.75m (48.3%) (31.3%) (18.6%)  (1.6%)
Low Eag. and 60.87 min. 11.42 min. 2.57 min. k.71 mia,
Low Spanish - . 8 - . 76.5Tm| +(79.4%) (16.97) (3.3%) (2.22)
English . 55.4 min., 18.5 min. 1.00 min. 1.30 win, '
Dominant 5 76.20m (80.02) (17.3%) (1.42) (L1

*Observer hears two languages during a minute.

FICUPF C-4. LANGUAGE OF INq”RUCTION ACCORDING 70 LANGUAGE DOMTMNANCE OF
~ STUDENTS. :

@

WAS INSTRUCTION PROVIDED IN LARGE OR SMALL GROUPS?

Structured instruction for Title VII Bilingual Project was provided

in small groups. The number of children in the groups*varied from ‘
four to six students. Instructional activities were oriented toward -
improvenent and development of the following skills: vocabulary, =~ | .
concepts, English syntax, visual, auditory, and motor skills, Aides .-
were in charge of conducting exercises to develop visual as well as
motor skills (fine and gross). ‘Teachers, on the other hand, conducted

Y

<
Kel




©

HOW WAS COMMUNICATION BETWEEN ENGLISH PROFICIENT AND LIMITED ENGLISH
PROFICIENT STUDENTS FACILITATED? : S

Each class contained three English proficient students. It was
anticipated that the English proficient children would serve as
English speaking models for their LEP peers. Some of the English v
proficient children were also fluent Spanish gpeakers. These children®
werp grouped with the Spanish dominant for structured instruction.

Thé major interaction among these two groups occurred during unstruc-
tured instruction where teachers worked with all the class students
in a large group. Classes were not organized to formally-utilize

the English skills of the English proficient students; rather, they
were present to act as informal role models with respect to language.

l‘,/‘
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81.72

“

Instrument Description: TEACHER'S INTERVIEW

3r<af descrioncion of zhe {38 tmmant?

The interview consists of 12 questions for all prekindergarten teachers, 3 questions
for Title VII teachers only, and 2 questions for Title I/Migrant teachers. The
questions deal with instructional language, curriculum, diagnosing, planning, organi-
cation, teacher contact, parent contact, community représentative contact, supervisor
contact, inservice, aides, and "At Home" activities.

[

To whom was the instTument adminiscered?

How 2any tizes was the ilnstrument adminiscered?

Title I Migrant, Title I Regulaf, and Title VII prekindergarten teachers.

Once.

When w7as zhe iagcrument admiaistsred?

spril, 1982. B
e .

" A consultant.

Whers was che iast=ument administarsd? .

In their classroom or other school location of their choice.

“ho adminiscerad she iasctrmenc? ..

that cwaining did che adminiscsacors have?

'

General interview training and interview training specific to this interview format
and situation. . |

 as thae inscoument adminiscarsd under standardized conditions?

Yes.

Jars chers Jroblams wizh rha izstsumenc ox :E:\a\ adminiscration thae aizhs affact
raa validicr of the data? ‘ ’

‘None were ideqtified.

Who devslgned the instTumene?

ORE staff with input from the program staff. N /

“hac reliabilicy and validircy daca ars availabla on the iastzumenz?

None.

ira thers nora data availabla- Sor -intazpraciang the rasulrs?

Yo. ‘ ; // - | \\\

bas . goo
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Teacher Interview

o /

A teacher interview was conducted during 1981-82 with two chief purposes.
First, to address the following decision and research questions'

Dec1sion,Question 1: Should the Bilingual Preschool Program
be adopted by the District as it is? If not, what components
of the Program should the District undertake?
pr——r
Decision Question 2: What components of the Program should be
modified to accomplish the objectives of the Program more fully9

Evalﬁatioh Question D1-3: Were the recommendations and _
suggestions for improvement made by the staff implemented?

Evaluation Question D1-10: In what areas do teachers per-
ceive the need for additional training?

Evaluation Question D2-11: What areas of training provided
by Title VII do teachers perceive as most beneficial?

R Secondly, the teacher interview was developed in midyear after an expressed

need by program staff to have .comparisons made among the Title I, Migrant,
and Title VII Prekindergarten programs. The chief purpose of the teacher .
interview was to examine the 81m11ar1t1es and differences among the- three
programs.

‘ Procedures
N\,
N

In December 1981, the various program staff were asked to generate items for
the interview by mid-January. During February ORE staff members generated a
pool of possible items. These were collected by the Migrant Program Evaluator

. and submitted to relevant ORE staff members to review, select, change, etc.

the items they felt applicable. From thisinput, a draft 1nterv1ew format was
developed. This draft interview format was éegt to the program's staff for
their review and feedback. After receiving staff input, a final interview
format was developed. The interviews were kept relatively short to keep teacher
time required to a minimum. :

To maintain 1mpart1ality, an outside consultant was hired to conduct the inter-
views. She had worked with our office previously in testing efforts. As a
former kindergerten teacher, it was felt that she could relate well to the pre-
kindergarten teachers and their experiences.

D-3

o
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She received general training in interviewing techniques and specific
training and practice in following the interview format. Attachment
D-1 is ,a copy of the interview format used.

4 . « v
In late March, all the prekindergarten teachers were sent a memo. ad-
vising them of the upcoming interview. Enclosed was a copy of the
interview format in preparation for their interview. The Migrant
Evaluation secretary called the teachers and arranged the times, dates
and locations for the interviews. The interviews were all completed
by the end of April. The interviewer consulted with the Migrant Pro-
gram Evaluator from time to time to apprise her of the progress of
the interviews. She reported that all the teachers were friendly and *
.very cooperative. o

The data were hand-tallied by program staff so each individual teacher's
responses could be kept confidential.

Results

The results will be presented in terms of the topics addressed by
the teacter interview. : . .

Similiarities and differences among prékindergarten programs are
highlighted.

Curriculum

The six Title VII teachers used the Blllngual Early Childhood Program
Gurriculumi as their main resource for instructional materials ‘and
dctivities. One teacher from the Blllngual Program used also the
AISD prekindergarten curriculum. She was able to complete all the
units from both curricula. Another Title VIT teacher did not teach
the AISD materials herself, however, her team teacher utilized this
.curriculum. The Title I and Migrant Program teachers reported using
the AISD prekindergarten curriculum -as their main source of instructional
activities. All teachers from the three programs reported using materials
from other curricula to supplement their main source of instructional
activities. Figure D~1, D-2 and D-3 presents the summary by funding
- source of the curricula utilized in AISD's prekindergartens.




81.72

Language of Instruction

Two Title I teachers, five Migrant Program teachers, and all six Title
VII teachers reported using Spanish for instructional purposes. For all -
three programs, English was spoken to English—dominant students the

‘large majority of the time. For Spanish-dominant students, the Title

VII teachers used Spanish the majority of the time in formal. instruction.
Or informal instruction, the Title VII and Migrant Program teachers as
a group had similar language use patterns. See Figure D- 4

Criteria for Dividing Children into Groups

As can be noted from Figure D-5a, the Title'I and Migrant Progran
teachers reported spendlng more time than did Tltle VII teachers in
large group instruction.

'v
i

. \ ‘
Conversely, ‘as shown in the next chart in Figure D-5b, tHe Title VII

teachers used small group instruction a higher percentage of the time
than did the Title I and Migrant Program teachers. The most popular
group size for Title VII was 6-7 students, for Title I, it was 4-5
students, and for Migrant Program teachers, ‘it varied between 4 and

7 students. Figure D-5c shows the percentages of-time each group of
teachers reported using one~to-one instruction. All used one-to-one .
297 or less of the time. All teachers, except one, used one-to-one
instruction while other children were at centers.

Flnally. Flgure D-6 shows the criteria used to form the groups for in-
struction. Title VII uses ‘the language criteria more often than the
other two programs.

Independent Activity

The three groups of teachers gave a wide variety of responses to the

following questlon"When\the children work alone,what types of things
are they doing?'" Most frequently children were said to be working at a

_center of some sort. The'most frequently mentioned activities were

v

listening centers/language master, art activities, manlpulatives, blocks,
puzzles, and housekeeplng. - See figure D-7.

‘Parent~Teacher Cownmunications.

Generally, as a group Title VII teachers reported more frequent
contact with parents than did Title I or Migrant Program teachers.
Across all three groups teachers generally initiated more contacts than

‘did parents. Furthermore, the most frequent types of contacts reporteq
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.D-9 and D-10 present;the frequencies reported. . /

Teacher — Teacher's Aide Relations :

81.72

A
\

'

by all teachers were conferences and written communlcatlons. Less
frequent were contacts through parent training sessions and\PAC

meetings; although, Title VII teachers reported more of these types
of contacts than did Migrant Program and Title I teachers. | Figures

/

Supervisor (Instructlonal Coordlnator) - Teacher Relatlons

'All teachers reported contact with their supervisor for chrrlculum
materials and inservice training. Most reported contact/or instrue-
tional supervision, program information and communlcatlon with other
teachers. TFive of the Title VII teachers reported superv1sor ‘contact
about parent training and communication with parents. No Migrant '
Program teachers reported contact for these purposes and only two
Title I teachers reported supervisor contact for the aZove mentioned
reasons. Figure D=1l 'is a summary of the information:obtainedf

/,/

Community Representative - Teacher Relations /

y

I

The frequency of reported contacts are presented in/Figure D-12,

" Title VII teachers reported more contact with thedir  community repre-
sentatives than did the Mlgrant Program and Title I teachers.

/_

i

Title VII was the only program where the teachers were assisted by
an aide. Five teachers reported using the aide the large majority

of the time as a teaching aide. A secondary role was seen to be pre-
_paring materials, going to lunch with the students, etc. One teacher
"reported her aide spent 507 of her time collectlng and preparing
instructional materials and only 25% of the time supervising students.
More detailed information is provided in Figure D-13. ’

At-Home Activities

Only Title VII teachers were asked questlons about the At-Home Activi-
ties since Title I and Migrant are not currently implementing such a
component. Through the A%~Home ‘Activities. parents reinforce the
instructional units taught at school. For information on the nature
of the At-~Home Act1v1ty component, see Appendix F, page 4,

Title VII teachers said they did not help develop the materials, but
all reported participating in implementing the activities. The fre-
quency of use of the At-Home Activities varied between one and two per
week, . All teachers reported parents/relatives éngaged in the "At-
Home'" activities. The teachers responded that 50% or more of their
students participated in these activities. Figure D-14 summarizes
responses regarding At-Home activities.

D-6
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Teacher inservice Training

All teachers felt the inservices were beneficial to them. The most
frequent reason this was true was thL t new/better ideas were obtained.
All teachers were asked to suggest topics for future inservices.

Title VII teachers offered the following topics for workShops;

Help with children who do not speak (children who are non-~
lingual). ) '

More Science and Math workshops.
: Challenging super-bright children.

Need assessment in two ‘languages.

Through .the teacher interviews conducted during the 1980-81 school

' year, teachers as a group expressed their need for inservice in cer-

tain areas such as language of instruction, implementation of curri-
culum activities, math, science and dévelopment of motor skills. All
these topics were discussed in formal inservice trainings offered

this year. Furthermore, last year one of the teachers felt that her
class was not treated by the principal as a full-fl- " =d member of the
school. This year it was reported the principal we vy supportive
of the program and the Title VIT- classroom.- ' i

For a more detailed description of the results obtained through pre-
kindergarten teacher interview the reader is referred to Appendix

S of The Title I Migrant Technical Report, 1981-82

3
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AISD

~all the units were completed. One ‘teacher used the.AISD curriculum

BECP

PEABQDY

- PORTAGE

BARUFALDI

SELF-
DEVELOPED
MATERIALS

OTHER

Figure D=1,

'Kid's Stuff, Our Big Back Yard, and Science Land) 25% of her time.

2. . Curriculum Usage - Title VII

Two of the six teachers reported the AISD curriculum was used as a

main curriculum. One indicated the Migrant Program teacher with

whom she frequently teamed used the AISD curriculum so her children

got it through her. The frequency of use varied - 10%, 15%, 2-20%,

30%, and 40%. The one who reported using it 40% of the time indicated

in ‘teaching math.

All six teachers reported using the BECP as their main curriculum
source. Three of them used it in teaching math. The percentages of
usage were 40%, 50%, 60%, 2-80%, and 95%. One teacher reported she
had completed all the units. .

Two teachers used the Peabody Kit, but one of the two reported only
using the pictures to supplement the other curricula. The one who
used the Kit reported u81ng it 5% of the time and using it to teach
math. ' :

None of the teachers used these materials.

Five of the six indicated some use of these materials. Ome of the

five reported her children were exposed to these materials since the
Migrant Program teacher with!whom she team taught used them. The
usage reported varied between 3% and 10%. One teacher used these mate-
rials to teach math while another used them to teach science.

One teacher reported using seLﬁrdeveloped materials 37 of the time.

Q

All but one of the teachers reported using materials other than those
already listed. One used Milton Bradley materials 5% of the time and
to teach math. Another used a combination of Castafleda and teacher -
made materials 10% of the time and to teach math.'-One teacher used

a wide variety of other materials (Milton Bradley, Let 's Find Out,

She u<ed these ¢ommercial) materials in teaching math. One teacher
used the Milton Bradley materlals in teaching math, but did not assign
a time use. Five-percent of the; time one teacher used:a comblnatlon
of teacher-made and commercial materlals. . ,

\

SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' &ESPO&SES TO QUESTION 2, PRE-K
TEACHER INTERVIEW.

(

-~/
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2. Curriculum Usage - Title I

51SD A1l of the teachers reported using the AISD curwiculum as their
main curriculum. Usage varied between 40% and 95% of the time
(actual percentages reported were 40%, 50%, 2-60%, 70%, 75%, 80%,
90%, and 95%). Two of cthe nine used the curriculum to teach math. -
BECP . None of -the teachers listed the BECP as a curriculum source, except
one .teacher who used some of the records and puzzles in relation to
other curriculum materials. ' :
PEABODY A1l the teachers reported using the Peabody Kit as a curriculum
source. All revorted using it in a supprlementary fashion,'except
one ‘who reported it was a main curriculum sburce (but only used
25% of the time). Percentages of time used ranged betWeen 24 and _
30% of the time (2%, 3%, 5%, 2-10%, 257, aad 3-30%). Three teachers N

used these materials in teaching math. .

-

PORTAGE No one reported these materials were used.

SELF- Seven of the nine teachers had developed units of their own. The

2-10%, 2-20%,and 30%.

UNITS One person used a unit developed for holidays. Three of the
reachers used their own units to teach math. = :

SBARUFALDI Eight teachers used Barufaldi materials in their classrooms. The
' reported usage varied between 17%'and 10%. Two reported using it
to teach math while one used the materials in teaching about plants’

and the five senses.

OTHER Five teachers reported using other materials. The usage varied
between 3 and 30 minutes per week. The counselor at one school
used the Duso materials with the children 30 minutes per week.,

One used "Wesley" (to teach math) and "Their Way" 5% of the time.
Three percent of the time, one teacher used "Work Jobs". Another
. used “Castafieda’ and "Something Special materials three percent of
the time. She used these to teach math. Finslly one teacher used
Health Science materials 107% of the time. ~

-

' Figure D-2. SUMMARY OF TITLE I TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2, PRE-K
TEACHER INTERVIEW. ’ '

’
>

.
l- DEVELGPED percentages of usage reported varied - 1%, 3%,

D-9 c , . i
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2. Curriculum Usage - Migrant Program ' -

AISD A11 of the Migrant Program teachers used the AISD curriculum as
their main curriculum with reported usage varying between 607% and
100% of the time. Actual reported percentages were 60%, 2-70%,
80%, 89%,790%, and 100%. .Five of the seven used the AISD curric-
ulum to teach.math.

supplementary fashion.

3ECP Five of the seven teachers used the BECP in a
One ' teacher

The percentage of time used varied between 5% and 15%.
used the BECP to teach math. ‘ )
PCABCDY  Four teachers reported using the Peabody Kit in their instructional
program. The usage varied between 27 and 107% of the time. One of

the four reported using only the pictures to supplement the other

curriculum. No one used it to teach math.
PORTAGE No one reportad using any of the -Fortage materials.

SELF- Five teachers reported using self-developed ratarials in a supple-
JEVELCPED mentary fashion. The percentagas of use ranged between 2% and 20%.
UNITS Two teachers used their materials to teach math.

. The percentage of

: SARUFAEDI Five of the seven used the Barufaldi materials
' Two used thesg mate~

-ime ‘used ranged from 2% to 10% of the time.
rials in math instruction.

ng other materials. The teacher stated

07THER Oae teacher reported usi
t of the time she used commercial Xits

approximately one percen
and magazines.

SUMMARY OF MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 2,

e eF emTe ey TATYROXTTT
PRE~K LEACGan La &LR‘ IZW.

Figure D-3.
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1. Do you use English all the time for your instruction?

ritle VIT  Title I . Migrant Program s

Yes 0 7 2
No 6 2 : 5

o

>

If you u§e}another language, please indicate what percentagés of each
language you use for each of the following: :

‘. FORMAL INSTRUCTION | INFORMAL INSTRUCTION
- EngZish Spar.ish Other Engvlish Spanish OQther

a) English- |Title VII X = 90% X = 10% % = X =87% X =13% -

dominant | Title I X =100% X = 0% - X=99% X= 1% -
students | Migrant X=93% X= 7% X=77% X = 23%

b) Spanish-|Title VII X = 36% X =64%. - X'= 53% X =475 -

-~ dominant | Title I X =88% X =12% - Yy o 7% X =13% -
students | Migrant X =64% X = 36% X = 54% X = 46%

Please note 1) Title I and Migrant Program percentages only reflect those
teachers who do not use English all the time. 2) The percentages reflect
language spoken in the spring, several teachers used more Spanish early

in the school year. 3) Only one teacher had any other-dominant students,

and she used 90% English and 10% Spanish for .both formal and informal
instruction. :

, B » .
SUMMARY OF TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.

Figure D-4.

D-11
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’

5a. What percentage of the time for instruction do you use large groups

l (including the whole clasr)? . =
- ! o
. N :
w _ 1002 | 99-00% A9-402 | 79702 [ 69402 ! $9=302 | 59=402 |39-10% |29=202 | 19=102
l Tiele VI : . L 1 N ?
-~ ' 1
Ticle T ’ 1 1 13 A L
. .
Migrant
l PV::"‘ " t . : t 3 - R
. oy
\ Numbars reflect che frequancies of ceachers' responses. .
' e Sb. What percentage of the tfme for xnstruction do you ‘use small groups
l ‘ (size )? . ‘
\ .
: Lw ')‘)—95,2 37=A0% | J%=JOL | 48-40T | $9=50L | 49=i0% | J9=102 | 29=202] L9=i02
l . . Titie VII ! I 2 1 L 1 L .
: ]
Tiele b ! | PR 1 3 1
. .‘U.u-:‘ +
—~l Frogras 1 1 1 4 LI

v

Numbers reflact Sraquencies of teachers' responses.

[ Geoup 3lze (Muwber af childean) )
19 i s 13 | 7 MNote: Many teachers have children
grouped in small groups wnile
they are workigg with individ-
uals,,

“
-

Title YU

Title 1 1

Hfigranc , ) 3
2rogrem

FONIN SUN

Numbers raflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

'

5c. What percantage of the time for ‘instruction do you usa one-to-one?

Ol G Em e
\

LOUX | 79-31T | 39402 | 79=10T | 58=402 } 39=50T | $9~402 | 192107 | 20=202 } 19-1n2 | J=12} 32 | denrae

~ areded
L~ sddcess "
exch {ndi-
+lual
small sroup

Tlels : . 7 b . 2 <t - 1ur'1n(
J lrew tinm <

Migranc I =
Trogran

|

MNumbers raflect frequencies of Caachers' ressponses.

Figure D-3. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION -5, PRE-K
=

TEACHER INTERVIEW. \ : | ,

» .
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6. If you divide your students into instrUcEioné'] groups, what criteria do you use to group?

T Language Language '
! | Dominance | Dominance
Age }Ability ]Personality "(tests) (observance) } Other
' ‘ , . ’ 1 - random ‘
Title VII 0 - 4 - 2 2 E 4 1 - attention span problems
: 1 - similar needs on concept
title I 1 17 5 0 3 development
' 1 - mix high and low abilities
Migrant _ 1 - helerogeneous - groups vary
Program 0 6 3 1 5 by day . o
o ' ‘ : 1 - groups forméd based on answers.'
" ' to questions. re: lessons, etc,

: ~ ‘ : - . .
Figure D-6. ‘SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 6, PRE-K.TEACHER INTERVIEW.

>

/ .

Numbers reflect number of teachers using each criteria (manytteachers use more than
one type of grouping). '

v -
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7. -When the children work alone, what type of things are they doing?

.
s =
. 9
o ~ % ™
ﬁ H o] i
. o Y .
: 2 |3 < | 5@
& | a |2
~ 1] [+ I8 [1)]
. = Q Q n. i
u J o o« d.1 o
W H ~ + 60 | A L el oA H ;
o - . =] o : (7] uxg W ,
oo~ U H . ol e Q o4 ~ ~ :
=R oo ~ d E, : 6o F-A H 0O,
o o =Y (5] (] 0 ) - o) o o o 0 (0] o
Q A Y v Q ;! N d 60 3 -g =] Q Q H
44 og a e > g §H ;! RN B I B v 60
ol T ﬁ o 1A ) e P 3] J d
o u 60 & = TR :3 -V B S !a m ] 0] A .
Q (=l ~ L) ] ~ Q ) 2 A E E “ (7
o o ~g°ﬂ K] Q o -—3 et [ -l o 0] ks )
o0 g ] J oY 0 N A -g.ux o § H H
Q) Q — d ~ (S ﬂ Q ~ H ! Q ] = e
oW Dol 8 o . 3] w »njo A el o | e o ,
samgs-S*Jgf.sgﬁsga'é"%sﬁ“.z |
B>~ :'j [sYEN £ 2 mimalm]o = vl » ﬂ Ao A g ™ '
U et i . e i - a ettt hd - |
!
- -1 _ : ’
Ticle VII 2 3 1 12 }5 2 |13 1213}12}11 0 2 11412 1 (3143 |1 ' -
A » ‘ i |
Ticle 1 1 3 5 4 2 }5 4§16 |5 31212 13 0 11411 §1r o1 )2
Migrant g ' :
Program 1 | 4 4 12 )5 16 {5 j6js5)2}1 2 2J14}{0 11 10 1 ]o
&

Numbers reflect the frequencles of teachers' responses.

L or 2 teachers also mentloncd each of the following: Music (Records and Cussecces)ﬁ
‘ Role Play/Dramatic Play, Colors, View Master, Previous Lesson Actlvities/Reinforce~ ;-
R ment, Practical Living, Workbench, Chalkboard, Matching, Beads, School Table, Building,

and Cans, ' .

Flgure D-7. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 7, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.

64 - | . o U
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11. In which of the following areas listed below did your superyisor (instructional. coordinator)
work with you? Check as many as apply. ~ ‘ .

¢L° 18

O O B
lr" |r— Tt o4
| geleeleylscigrinsl 25l ggl
| Gelenl oo ie BBk gal 54l
I | % | b o | B e H ® ot o
P ddlanlaflad [ BR B8 BB o581
i l ' rt H @B 9 B
| eolpglEstae &7 j@p | "h]BE
| gElegle l&s AT HIELE:
p g1 s SEIEE %
1 | | | | I | o o gl Q
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o Y A N U R St BN SR 4 _ -
AN Title VII } 5 1 6] 5 | 4 I Il 6 | 5 I s | 2- Supervisor is excellent
g N N N D N Y N N
! I | I . | | 1 1 —
| | | | | | 1 - | l 1 - Purchase of.camera—She's very helpful,
Title I ; 6 1 91 8 | 2 1 2 1 9 R : 2 i 1 - Supervisor is helpful with everythingd .
) i I | } i i | 1 » _
 Migrant ] | I 1 1 1 | | | 1 - She's brought visitors to observe,
Program I 7 | 7 | 6 l 5 1 0o 7 l s ] o | 1 - She's been very helpful, easy to
: I |‘ l i | I | | ; : communicate with her,. '
& 2 e ) 1

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure D-8. SUMMARY. OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 11, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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10, This .question deals with your communications with your students’ parents. Please use the
percentage range to answer the items.. . :

a) What percentage of '
parents did you have - , : - © . ‘
contact with: ‘ 0~-25% 26-50% . 51-75% _ 76-100%,

, Ticle VII 2 2 1 1.
More than once a Tictle I-. 6 3 0 0
. week Migrant Program 6 1 0 0
. Title VII 4 1 1 0
Once a week Title I 7 2 0 0
» ' Migrant Program <* 5 1 0 1
Ticle VIT 6 0 0 0
Every two weeks -Title I ) -1 1 2 .
‘Migrant Program 2 2 1 1
4 Title VII 6 0 0 0
Once a month Title I 4 0 3 2
' Migrant Program 3 3 0 1
Less than once - Title VII. -6 0 0 0
a month : Tictle T Ji 1 1 0
Migrant Program 6 0 1 -0 -
Title VII 6 0 0 0-
Not at all ‘ Ticle [ 9 0 0 a
Migrant Program 7 0 0 0

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses,

Ll

Figure D=9,  SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10a,.PRErK TEACHER
INTERVIEW, . :
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10. This question deals with youf communications with your students' parents.. Please use'the
percentage range to answer the items. : ‘ :

b) ‘ . 0-25% 26-50% - 51-75% 76-100%
| What percentage of ' ’ -
communications with Ticle VIT . _ 0 1 v 3 2

parents did you ' . o

inictiate? Title T~ 1 _ 0 3 5
Migrant Program 1 2 . 3 1
Title VIL 2 4 0 ' 0

What percentage of : - . : T

communications with Title T 8 A 0 1 0

parents did the ‘ ' R

parents initlate? . _Migrant Program 2 <4 0o - 1

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.

Figure D-10, SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10b, PRE—-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.




10. This question deals with your communications with your students' parents. Please use the
percentage range. o - ' -

ol o % 0-25% 26-50% 51-75%. 76~100%
- | What percentage'of ’ . : . ]
these contacts Title VIIE 4 , 1 1 o -
were by phone?- , : :
’ Title I 7 2 0 ~ 0
Migrant Program L 5. 1 0
What percentage Title VII - 1 | 0 4
were conferences? , : . o T
N ‘ Title I ' 3 4 1 1
Migrant Program 1 1 2 3
What percentage Title VII 3 . 1 B 2 ' 0
were parent . ) ' /’ ‘ ‘
training sessiops? Title I 9 x 0 0 0
Migrant Prograﬁ 6 . o -t 1 - O
What percentage =  Title VII 2. ° 3 1 0
‘ were PAC . .
1 meetings? Title I 9 0 0 0
' 3
Migrant Prdégram .6 1 0 0
What percentage Title VII 0 0 1 5
were written - S ‘ , .
communications? Title 1 2 - 3 .2 ' 2
Migrant Program 1 1 2 - B 3

Numbers reflect frequencies of teachers' responses.,

kigure D-11. SUMMARY OF PRE-K TEACHERS' RESPONSES 10 QUESTION 10c, PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
(€ . : - : o
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) P
9.  How freauent is your contact with your community- representative(s)?, ’ ;g
More than ' ” ’ Less than
once a Once a Every two Once a once a
week : week weeks month wrok Comments »
" : ' _ . 1 - She' 1is. wonderful.
Title VII | . 3 0o 2 1 _ 0o - 1 - If I need anything she
' ' responds.
1 ~ ' : . 1 - These children have not
| “Title I 0 2 2 ‘ 1 - had needs that caused moreAA
- ' ' : ‘ : A contact., }
| . Migrant 0 S 0 4 2
i Program - ’ '

6T-Q

Numbers reflect the frequencies of teachers' responses,

Figure D-12. SUMMARY OF PRE=K TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 9, PRE-~K TEACHER INTERVIEW.
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* ' Title VI Teachnru Only

1. How do yoyu use your alde? 'Hha"t- percentage of time does lln. aide spend in each type of dctlvlty?
- . ,‘ Type of Aclivltz ’ . ' ' Percuntugu of Tlwe
'réactler prepures and collects lnﬁtlucllunal wmuterlals o 0 0 0 0 4 e e e e e 50%
TA tenches © o0 0 vt 0 LT s L e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 25% C
supervigen of wtudente/ o o 0 L0 a0 e e e e e e e e e e e e 25%
uldL nlbo helps lrunaiulu ngles Lo POFEILE o 0 s 4 e e e e e e e e not glven
. / .
Teacher --—-=---=s—=sm—mmmmmoeeo Frmm : e e e :
- B . . .
. usulats In all tegchilug of lessons and goes to unch 00 0 o0 0 0 not glven
/ R . . )
_ Teacher =--- —===-m—m-m=omme 7 o -—==
C /
gerves sg o tegching asslatunt-relnforces o o 0 o o 0 0 0 0 0 000 ke 95%
wokes bulletln boards and materluda’. o o 0 0 0 0 v 00 000 0 Py Sa
Teacher -=———========r-mmmrfmesmoossmmooe- FrmTemTe T - ==
D . serves LumplLrLiy a4 a &cuchlug ngslatant-same -0y
other pre-K/teacher -- uhe U LOPB & o o = a4 a 4 4 4 4 & 4 & 4 4w oa not glven ¢
Teacher -—————=-=-"""-="7""""77T=TTC S T
E teaches safe awonnt of Lime us teacher.  hoth
clean up and prepure LORCLIT & v 4 4 4 % & & & a4 & a = 8 o 2 s ae o not glven
. i .
i . .
Teacher ~~7~77TTTTTTTTTT I T T T T T
F ducs vuuuhdlury JUBBOME s avs s o o o o o 2 & s & & 8 & & 2 o o o « » 10X
' does wloual tradnlng: o v 0 v 0 e e w e e 0 0 e s e e e ke 0 e 10%
dueg wolot Eendndng o o 4 4 v 4 4 e e e s e e e e e i v e e e e e 102
conductls UTE LCSSOME  + s e + o o & & & o & o & o & & &+ a4 E v a4 10X
tenches coeatdve moves o o' o 0 4 4 0 v el e e e e e e e e e e e 10%
. peuds ALOTICE © L 4 4 s aLe v e 4 e 4 e s aa s e e e s e e e s s e 5%
Works O COBLETH 4 0 4 o 4 aie e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 5% )
teaches ALSD currleobun o .y T e e e e e e e e e e e s 0x
works with lunch, snacksd . 0 v o 4 o 4 ¢ ¢ o o o o 2 & a2 o v & 2 a 5%
suppleménts curvlealum  © o v 4w e 0w e 4T e e e 4 e e e e e e e 5% -
K prepares watecluls . L 0 . 0 . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e wx - R
prepoves bolletin boards 0 v 0 0 0 0w s e e e e a e e e e e e e R 1 ,

Flgure D-13. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO QUESTION 1 (FOR TITLE VIL -
TEACIERS ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTERVIEW. . ' L
_ . o

o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Questions for Title VII Teachers Only

|

you perticipate in developing the BECP "At Home" activities?

- teachers respondasd they had not.

you participate in implementing the "At Home" activities?
teachers reeponded yes.

often do the “At Home" activities occur?

'f?EQUﬂNCY NUMEER OF TEACEERS: 1EP0PTINF

weekly

after eacn unit
every 2 weeks
started very good' (?)

Did you find evidence that parents/re1¢t1ves engaged in the “At Home"
activities?.

&

- ALL teachews ”espon“ed yes.

If you answered yes, for how many of your students was this true?

NUMBER OF STUDENTS

e

18 out of 18
14 out of 18

. 9 out of 18
l2 out of i8 -
most out of 18 A .-
16 out of 18 . » ' s

D-14. SUMMARY OF TITLE VII TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO GUESTION 2 (FOR

TITLE VII TEACHERS ONLY), PRE-K TEACHER INTLRVILW,
4
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Aruntoxt provided by Eic

" Program(s)

B ' - ' Attachment D-1
‘ '(Page 1 of 4) -

Date

PREKINDERGARTEN TEACHER INTERVIEW T

Teachsr's Name

Title T Ticle VII Migrant

1. Do you use English all the time for your instruction? ftas Mo

If you use another languago please indicate what pcrcen:agcs of elch language
vou use for sach of tha' following:

e
FORMAL - INFORMAL
INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION

English Spanish Other English Spanish Other

a) Eaglish—dominant students )4 4 4 y4 zZ X
b) Spanish-domipant students 4 4 Z 3 : 4 %
c) Cther studeats b4 z X 4 4 4
2. Check hovw you used each source: Check any What % of your
Other you used imstruction came
The wain Supple~ (please to taach  from esch curric-
curriculum wmentary define). <math - ulum source?
AISD
BECP
- ' ‘ : -
Peabody Kit ' : .
Pcfcagc i -
Salf-Developed Units - Y J ’ ’ ) S
Barufaldi
Other: ' : Q:, -
3., a) How do you diagnose your students’ instructional needs—co you use a checklis:

of 3kills, compq::ncios, concapts, or what?
b} Where did you get chc mathod you use?

c) How often do you check your studsnts’ net&;? S s
4. How do you plan for students' 1ndividual.ins:r§cciohal neads?
' ' ” Fiad » .
/ .
5. Ihis question deals with how you orgénizo tha SCudencs for instruction. |
a) What perceatzge of tha time £or instruction- do yqu‘uso large groups (including
the whole class)?

li‘

P
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Attachment D-1
(continued, page 2 of

. <
N g

b) What pcrcin:agc of the time for inscruction ;ﬁ you use small groups (size )?

¢) What pcrctntagc of :hnc:imn for ina:tuc:ion/do you use one-to-one? . :

d) What percentage ot :h. :im- for instruction do you use a combination?(please
axplain ) . .

If you dividc your students into instructional groups, what cti:cria do you use
to group? Please check all that apply?

age .. — language dominance (based other (please explain)
on standardized tescs) :
abilicy

language dominance (based
pctsonali:y on teachey bbscrvn:ion)v

When :h. childran work alone whn: types of :hings are they doing?

MX

-Check the category of teachers with whom you par:icipa:od/con:xc:ad in each of the

following areas:

.o Title VII Ticle I  Migrant

Pre-K Pra=K Pre=K Kindergarten Othears
-~ Taachers Teachers Teachers Teachers (Define) XNone
Share ideas —

Provide training

Prepare instruc—
tional units

Share teaching . /
duties

accivities
How frcqucn: is your contact with yout’comhhnicy revesentative(s)?

Mnte than - Once a Every two Once a Lass than

oncc a week veek YL weeks month once a month

-]

“

This qucl:ian deals with your communications with your students' parents,
Pleas. use the pcrccnnag. range to answar the itams. v

0%~25% 26%~50% S1X%-75Z 76%-100%
a) What, percsntige of parents did you have contact .
withs

~ moTe :han once a week?

. once a week? -

once every two weeks?

once a month?

[  less than once a month?

not at all?

. D-23

4)




8l.72 : ‘ R . - Attachinent‘ D-1 .
: : ' "* (continued, page 3 of 4)
!

¥

‘ J

0Z-25Z 26%-50% S1%-75% 76Z-100Z

10, . . ‘ '
bj) What percentage of commilations with parents N
did you initiace?
What percentage of comsunications with paxents
did the parents initiace? - . ‘ !

[o)
-~

What percentage of thase contacts ware by phone? ' 3
What percentage weare conferencas?
What parcentage were parent training sessiona? . .
What percantage wers PAC meetings? '

What percentage were wWrittan com.xniz_:n.t:ions? .

d) What were the purposes of thess cont:act:s"l Pleass list the purposas and assign
a percentage to each. ‘

. - ¢ :
l instructional supervision ! inservice traiming -
° I

. =
11. In which of the following areas liscad below did supervisor (instructiounsl ,
cnordinator) work with you? Check as many as apply.
r ————
curriculum materials v - comminicacions with other teachers
program information communications with:parents
' - classroom madigenant othar (please define) _
. parent tIaining
® 12. %hat toples should be offarad for inservics t:z'aining' for prekindergartan teachers?
/' . .
: ‘ !
) Title VI Teachers Only A
1. HYow do you use your aide? What percentage of time does the aide spend in each
. type of activicy that you n.'m-d’l‘b : \ -
=y .
. . \ . .é% .
2. a) Did you psrticipate in daveloping zhe BECP " At Homa " actiwities? . Yes No
b) Did you participate in implemedcing the ' At.Home " activities? Yes Mo
. ¢) How often do the " At Home " acsivicies occur? / o
d) Did you find evidence that parents/relacives engaged in the " At Home "-activities?
Yes __ Vo' If you answered yas, for how many of your students was this :
. crus? N f )
3. Did you find the inservice training'sponsored by Title VII beneficial? sYas Yo !
1f yes, why? If not, why not? ’ N N P Lo
v | 2
Loy '
D-24 L : . [
. . - . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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At;adhﬁent D-1

Title I/ Migran: Teachers

Note: In answaring the following two quaéstions, please consider if you made

any changes in o:ganizing students for instruction, scheduling, cumber or amount
of uniz(s) coversd, study ‘trips, etc. Also consider if any changes in atudent
behavior can be notad. - :

1. What have been the benefirs of not having an ailde this‘school year?

2. What have been the drawbacks of not having an aide this schoal ‘y.aaf? '
" ' )
. A

Df25‘ g ' . ) | !

. ‘ (continued, page 4 of 4)
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INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 1981-82

3rief dascoiscion 3f :the Jascrument:

The 1981-82 parant questionnaire was writcen in English and Spanish. It com-
sisced of seven items covering the fdllowing areas of incerest: recuriting,
-parent-cescher conferences, parsnting saminars, at-home activities, parent's
percaption of achievement, and suggestions for improvemenc.. The questions
were prasanted in two formats, seven of them were of the forcad alternative
type. are wvars three open-ended quastions. ‘

To whe= vas che instrugesnt admindistered?

To parencs of Title VII Bilingual Projncg"s ptrticipancs;

,‘;/« .
Jow nany cizas wvay the {osemment admindscarad?

Once.

A

when was "he {nscrumant adminiscerad?

The.last week of April 1982,

4

“here was the ‘zscrument admindscerad?

The questionnaire was sent home via the student.

“ho adainisterud Cha ‘meszument!?

It wvas a self-sdministered instrumanc.

What diaisg did =he admiziscracory have?

Not applicable. ¢ .

dr
A

Was tha inscomment ad=isdistsrad umder standardized condicions?

-

Yas.

‘vara thers sroblams :rich :ie {oscovment or cthe 3dmiasscracion shat =mizhc
afisc: zhe validizy arf :he daca?

- f

‘It was assumed chat some member of che hougehold was licerate and could read
and £ill out the questionnaire. There is oo information available to coanfimm
ot deny this assumption. :

“ao develoved the i=stzumane?
ORE staff,

. s -

what -aliabpili=z and validizvr data as= availabla o the imstTusenc?

v

None.

3

Ara =hara norm daca availabla for {zrararacing she Tasulzs? .

Yo, there are noc.

< R




Parent Questionnaire

" Purpose

The purpose of the Parent Questionnaire was to address the following
decision and evaluation questions. LT

Decision Question D1: Shonld the Bilingual Preschoel Program’
be adoptEd by the District as it is? - If not, what components
of the Program should the District undertake?

Deciéiqn Question D2: What components of the Program should be
modified to accomplish .the objectives more fully?

v

Evaluation Question D1-9, 'D2-12: Has the Program been
successful in involving parents in the education process
of their children7

2

B o

Evaluation Question D2-13: How do LEPlchildren's parents
interact with sechool personnel? ‘

s
s

Evaluation Question D2+14: How was the recruiting effort -
conducted during the second year of .the Program? By whom? -

*

4 B 5

Procedures to Collect Data - -

The parent questionnaire was developed by the staff of ORE. It consisted
of nine questions covering thefollowing areas of interest:. recruiting,

- parent-teacher conferences, parenting seminars, .the At-Home component,
parent perceptions of their Chlld sProgress,and ‘'suggestions for program

'vmn-v-n-wc-n NE =l =L’ s E2lars vemsmm AF C-.‘-,VJ e I N o e
heana o e vun.u..u.\-' VWA LAt u-LLLE_ hiu‘_un-.a.vxsa’ de AV W WL W Wi L oaasnoud :x-u-.c.gsu_u..n.vc T

format and three were openzended. The text of the questionnaire was
written in English and Spanish. Attachment E-1 is a copy of the 1nstrument.'

The instrument was -reviewed by Program staff for -larnguage and context
appropriateness., Their recommendations were implemented. Furthermore,
the ingfrument was pilot—tested with some of the participating parents.

B Telephone interviews were conducted with six parents, three in Spanish

" and three in- English. The parents interviewed in Spanish were deliberately

selected from students identified as Spanish Monolinguals. Those ianter-
viewed in English were deliberately selected from the group of students-
with Low English and Low Spanish. These groupings' were the-result of PAL
test scores and teacher's perceptions of language ability of their students. -
As a resuit of the .piloting procedure some changes were implemented. For*
example, in item #1 another alternative was added and in item #4 the ques-
tion was reworded.

[+

-
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81.72

Each of the 108 participating students was given a questionnaire to

be taken home to his/her parents. To optimize the chances of obtain-
ing a large return, children were informed that the teacher would give
them a puzzle when they returned the completed questionnaire. ‘It was
distrfibuted during the ssecond week of May and by the end of the school
year 89 forms (82% of the total) were returned to ORE. Of the ques-
tionnaires returned, 29 were answered in Spanish and 60 in English. -

Findings of the parent questionnaire are provided below and are organized
around each area of interest identified in paragraph one of 'this section.

Findings

el

P PO . .
a

Recruitment

Every year the Project staff conducts a recruiting campaign. Its purpose
is to inform the community at large of the services offered ‘by the Title *
VII Bilingual Preschool Project. The parent questionnaire included an
item concerning how. the participating parents found out about the Project.
The results are presented in Figure E-l. Parents learned about the exist-
ence of this Project through a variety of means. The most.frequent source
of information was from parents with children in the preschool last year
(34/97, 35%). However, there were other categories that were -important

. sources of 1nformat10n such as relatlveb (17/97, 174), and school per-
sonnel (15/97 15%).

pY)

1

The project's staff de51gned a' flyer which 1ncluded information about the
Title VII Bilingual Preschool. This flyer was dlstributed to neighborhood

centers- and churches.
B [}

0 SOURCES OF INFORMATION N, UF ANSWERS % OF TOTAL ANSWERS
- TV and Radio - ' 7 | 7.21% *
l School, personnel i ' 15 15.46%
> Newspaper Ads _ o 0 - -0
. Relatives ’ ' 17 ' - 17.52%
l «/ Parents with children 34 : - 35.05%
. ‘ in the Programs last year : , '
: ‘ Children in the schools 11 11.34%
l ‘ Do ‘'not remember . o 2 _ 2,067
. Other ‘ o 11 11.34%
‘ : ) i _ ) , o
l-' " Total - , 9T 99.98%
| FIGURE E-~1. INITIAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION TO PARTICIPATING FAMILIES
I -REGARDING THE TITLE VII PRESCHOOL PROGRAM.

&
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Parent-Teacher Conferences

The questlonnalre 1ncluded two items to document parent- teacher inter-
action. The cooperation between these two parties was a' goal of the
Project. Thus, parents were asked if they met with their child's teacher

The responses indicated that, of the 93 parents that answered thé question
of whether or not they had met with the teacher, 83 (89%) attended a parent-
teacher conference and 10 (11%) reported not meeting with the teacher although
the opportunity was provided ' .

There were . three alternatives presented as motives for the parent-teacher
conference. Figure E-2 below shows the number of answers received for
each alternative. These alternatives were not mutually exclusive. There~
fore, parents could check more than one item. Results indicate that the .
most frequent motive for the conference was to find out how the child was

- doing in school.

Motive for;garentéteagher conference - N. of Answers  Z%of Total Answers
To find out how child Qas.doing'in 80 | 74.76%
school ¢

Tc work as a volunteer in the school - 18 . 16.82%
Other . ‘ ' | 9 8541% ,
Total o o 107 100.00%

o -

-

FIGURE E-2. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS' MOTIVES FOR PARENT-TEACHER
: CONFERENCE.

As can be observed in Figure E-2, nine parents marked the third alternmative,
"other' and gave an open response. The most frequent "other" motive for

‘parent-—teacher conferences was meeting with teachers to seek ways to help

due to the publicly announced request for termination of the PrOJect by
the Office of Inspector General (OIG).

Parents were also asked to indicate their satisfaction. (or dissatisfaction)
with parent- teacher conferences. Figure E-3 shows the frequency distribution
of responses on this item. Results indicate that almost all of the parents
were satisfied with the parent-teacher conferences. .

Ce
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'Parent'e O;Inions ' . N. of Answers' % of Total Answers
_ It was very informative - , 80 ‘ .» ‘ | 90.762‘
I r,eeeived some . information - 1 . 1.237%
but not as much as I wanted ‘ : o A
The meeting Qas not very infermative 0 |
Total - o R S o 99.99% -

FIGURE E-3. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTS' OPINIONS ON THE PARENT-TEACHER
' CONFERENCES. .«

PARENT ING SEMINARS.

Another component of the Title VIT Preschool Project consisted of Parenting
Seminars. These were meetings where parents were trained in tachniques to
teach their children at home utilizing household objects. The seminars were’
held at the Title VII sites and all parents were invited to attend. Question
No. 4 ( see attachment E-1) was aimed at collecting information on the seminars.
The objective of the question was to document the parents perceived usefulness

* of the seminars and to document whay they have learned. Parents were asked

whether or not they had attended the seminars. Elghty-seven parents answered

' the question; of these 51(59%) attended the seminars and 36 (41%) did not. There
. were three additional items in this question. Figure E-4 shcws the freqnency

distribution of items, a) and b). The last item, c), called for a free response.
There were 23 answers. In general, they refer to the following categories:
parent-teacher cooperation, parent-child lnteractlon for 1nstruct10n, and how

to utilize househon objects to prov1de for ‘instruction.

-

Items of Question No. 4 N. of Yes - 7% N.of Noo %
Answers - Answers

a) Did you learn anything newv v o
that you did not know before? 38 88% 5 12% -

b) Did you have a chance to do : .
some of the things learned® . 30 75% . 10 25%

¥
4

FIGURE E-4. FI{IIQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF ANSWERS TO THE ITEMS a) AND b) FROM
o CUESTION No. 4 OF THE PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE.

E-6
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' AT-HOME ACTIVITIES.

At-Home Activities was another of the componments of the Title VII Preschool
‘Project. The At-home program consisted in sending to each parert a set
of instructions for activities to be performed by the parent-child pair.
The purpose of the exercises was. to reinforce the material learned at- school.
Fach activity sent home corresponded to a unit.in the Project s core.
instructional material (BECP). In order to document this activity, -parents
were asked to express their opinion on the instructions. The questionnaire
gave three.alternatives® The majority of the parents who answered the
question (82/86, 96%) found the instructions.to be easy to understand.
There were tow parents (2%) who thought that the exercises were difficult .to
understand, and two other parents ( 27%) reported they never received the
instructions. -

Sy,

PARENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF CHILDREN'S ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT.

Parents were asked td identify what was. the most important thing learned
by their children in school during this year. The 84 responses received
are copied in Attachment E-3. We found that in general parents that
answered the Spanish version of the questionnaire reported that the most
important thing learned by their children was English. - Those who answered
the English version of the questionnaire gave a variety of responses. Among
them were topics of units learned such as colors, shapes, vocabulary and
concepts.  Also, parents mentioned independence, child-child interaction,
dancing, singing, drawing, chlld-adult interaction, counting, following
instructions, developing self-confidence, awareness of the world around
him, her, and llstenlng as things learned during preschool by their children.
4

SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE AND IMPROVEMENT.

IThe questlonnalre s last item was a call for parents' suggestions on how
to make the Title VII Project better. The issue was addressed by 12
parents. érhe ideas, opinions, and suggestlons are listed below.

"Attempt to get feedback from parents as to how the At-Home Activities

t
are WU-LI\J.I.LB Cut. I don't """‘" recall 1""‘"0 agked how my "‘}"’1’4 was

. doing with the At-Home Activities. This would give an idea to the

administrators of which act1v1t1es were most successful "
"More equipment for the teachers." .. ,

"It would help if there were classes in which both parents and students
could work together in doing a lot of these activifies." \

"Have more programs of this kind available for other kids, invoéher
schools." £

"They could provide transportation for theﬁchildren."

"I believe parents should be more imvolved in their child’s school.
There should be monthly workshops ‘developed to provide training to
pdrents I believe this would help tremendously."

- E-7 -
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"This was the first year I had a child in Pre-K, I was very impressed
with the activities and materlal they had to learn with. As for my
impre551on, I feel my child had an excellent teacher., Therefore, I . ' o
don't know how it could be made better other ‘than by hav1ng fewer’ T .
children to a classroom." . ‘ ' )
- "My suggestion is that more children be included and that the students'

parernts cooperate with the teachers in the school.” .
."My suggestion is that the practice of having children that can speak
English and children that speak Spanish together be continued so that |
~ the children can learn from one another."

"That there ‘be more television programs in Spanish."

I
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81.72. | L Attachment E-1

- . ' , ' ot ' ~ . (English Version)
I o : - PARENT Quzsuos:mmz . L :
ky 4:5’ .
' The Austin Independent School Diserict snnds :his qunst:ionn.lir! :o all parencs of the
I : children in Title VII preschool class: ' Please answer all the quut:ions with your
ideas and opinions. When your child returns the answe:ed questionnaire, the teacher
will give hin/her a gife, . . LN
l . ) ) Parencs to unt; need to write their names. _ This i{s an anonymous quescionnaire. :
.l., How did you Eind out abouc the Title VII Program? (check all that corraspond):
; . ; .
Trom T.V: and radio From newspapexr ads . From parents with children
I . :Ln the program. last year
X . . - .
] From school personnel .~ From my relatives — From my c:hildran in
i . T the scbool
'. . ‘ __ I do not remember ) Other: : -
" ' ) 2. GEHave you met with the teacher this year? TES , Yo
. : . ) ’ @
If yes, what was the main purpose of the conference (s):
’ i . ) )
l' To £ind out how my child was dding in schdol ' -
» - To work as a volunteer in the school : ;

—_ Other (spacify):

A . RN 4

3. What is your opinion of the meeting with the tescher?

It vas very infomativn. I received some information but not as much as

I wanted. e . *
’ : ’ . - ¢ §
2The meering was not very informativa. ) -~ _ e

4. Did you attend any of the parsnting seminars? (These are the meerings whare par-
.entsmet with snita Coy and Marie Velasquez to discuss ways they can :uch
dheir 4 year old.)

Y

s . Yes - ] Yo, I.did not have a chance to go this year, .
' ‘
a) Did you learn a.x,iything aew that you did not ipow bt.foi:n? YES~ Yo

b) Did you hgve a.chance to do soma of the things learned? YES ~ NO

‘e

Could you give an exanple of something you lesrned:

C e

“ 5. Whue is vour opinion ui the ifastiuctiva -t;u. sha aT-HE0ME acctivizdes. ‘ (These are
: the act:ivit:iea thatcparents are asked to do at home with their children.)

n
~—

They wu:e very easy to underscand. — They wars very difficult: to
. /, «  underscand.
4" ‘ ' . T did %ot receive any insi:rué:;tdnﬁ.
- t . .
, . : R 1' v -
. ’ 5, What is the most impore an: :hing that your ch:le learned this ]exr" ) -
‘ ' s S~ L . *
. .o ] LY
- Y S -
' 7. Yo you have any idcus or suggestions that will hé.l.p us mgke a better Program:
. . . . } . f . '
Q ‘ . E—9 L '
EMC v I : | :

. LR L . , o

»

If you a c:bam:e;J to attend thesa meetings, please answer tuStidnﬁ as b, and c:
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v - 81,72 . ¢ . . Attachment E-=1
. . (Spanish Version)

, ' , - . 7. CUESTIONARIO PARA PADRES

. /
. v " A ’ . . )
| El Districo Escolar de Austin les euviz/este cuestionario a todos los padres de ninos en
. . . . el Programa Preescolar del Ticulo VII. Por favor conteste todas las preguntas con sus

idess y opiniones. Cuando su nifo traiga el cuestionario contastado a la escuela, la
amestra la dard un regalo. ‘ - : )

Los padres no nece\sitan ascribir sus nombres. Este es un cuestiovario é‘ndnim.,
. . . \ ) . “ 2

' A .
, ‘ » - ' ‘ ' 4

L. Como se egterd Hs::a del Programs Presescolar del Titulo VII (por favor marque con
una palomita todo lo qua corresponda):

el and pasado

- N ' por personal de la escuela "~ Yo ma acuerdo -pox; orra forma (explique):

2. Tuvo oportunidad de ir a juntis con la maestra este ato? ST NO
. Si tuvo juncas cog la maestra, é_cuil fue el proposito principal?:

para saber como le va al oifio en la escuela |

. )

ey

én:a trabajar de voluntario(d) en la escuela. . . ‘

otze (por favor, explique):

. 4, Asistid Usced a los .suinirioa para los padres? (Estas fueron las juncas .donde los
padres se reunioron con Anita Coy y Marie Valasquez para platicar sobra como
ensgi_z.rle a los aifios da’4 afivs.)

{ si : Yo, no’ tuve chence de asistir.

S1i cuvo oportun.idad:da ir a los 's'aninar.(.os, contesta a, b,' y és:

.

a) Aprendid usted cosas nuevaS que no sabfa antes? ‘st Yo

b) Tuvo una oportunidad de hacer alguna da las cosas que aprendio’? ST NO

/
c) MNos podria dar un ejemplo de algo que aprendio’:

Lo

5. 3Qué’ la pareciaron las instrucciones para las tareas del hogar? (Estas son las tareas
que Teciben los padres para enseflazles a los nifbs en la casal)

Son wuy fdciles de emcender "~ ..Son muy diffciles de earender

Yo recibl las inscruceiones

-

6. 4Cual es la cosa mas importante que aprendid su nific en la escuela este aiib?

~ e

7. é”:ien'a Usted alguna idea o sugerencia que nos podtfa dar para méjorar egste Programa?

Y "

-s

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

/ por la radio y T.V. ‘ por las ooticlas em el diario ‘ por parientes y amigos

__por mis otros nifios en la escuala por padres que tenfan nifos en el programa.
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Parent's Answers to question No. 4 Item C: Could you'give an“exanple of
something you have learned on the parenting seminars? -

Y

NI learned to set aside some time to teach my child some things." ‘ -

"checking .out books at the PreK's library so my child could learn more
the responsibility of taking care of things and in turn went to the a
Public Library’and _got her own card."

‘ .

"I learned the importance of spending time with my child and explaining

things in‘English and Spanish.' /

.

-

"I learned how to teach my child bé??E?‘Eﬁﬁ””I‘p learned how to do things =
with him.' : ’ o

"I learned How to work with him by using a1l sorts of materials that the
program provided for him with home? activities. o 6’

. , » Coeer

ST learned to care for my child more." - : .

MT learned how to work with my children better and how: éot to make it
hard. on them." -

"I learned how to turn lessons into games so 5hat my, chiﬂd -could enJoy
but still learn -from the lesson." N
4 -

"It isn't necessary to buy expensive materials for the
household items such as .grocery bags, small glassesy”

Use

"How to make my sén talk about his school experiences."
Y

"Let the child explain and describe to me an object (/an orange, banana,

apple, etc,) as to the color, shape, and texture ( yough or smooth)

A -
w

. Instead 'of my telling him what it is.

Make her use her mind."

- .,

- . » *

"I learned that’tQEre weré a lot of things in our . house that we,could

"Reading to my child of things or dobjects they were studying about in school."

example° socks different sizes."
- P f

" 7
¢ "Ways to use obgects to be symbols for shapes, size, length,

use for the experiment without having to go out and buy them!

(safidwith= triangle)."

.

3

For

-

etc,.. for example
~

&

a

A

"I learned how we are important to our children and di‘ferent ways to

~

help them."

[

o

-

"~ learned to be more patient with my child and not correct him every time

/ﬁe makes a mistake." 23

E L . : )

' "At first I was pushing my child to learn to name things‘and do things,
but never really pointing out as to why we do these things. : .

< %

’ .

E-11 -~
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. . . . ) : .
’ .

AT - "I learned how to explain to my child how she can play with different
l' ’ games and put everything in order afterwards."

\

"I learned how to teach differences in sizes."

" ’ ' taught my child how to compare different objects (according to size,
. color, shape). Also, to spend time reaaing to my child- making my child
aware-of her enviromment." : . \

i

T learned what the children do in the classroom and their learning
through doing."

/"1 learned -that you can really teach a child with just everyday work
‘at home example' chores, numbers, etc.’ :

"Primarily techniques for making my chlld learn such as actually working w1th
; household goods to teach about food groups."

+

!
1

w0
U




Attachment E-3- A

i . o812 ‘ ~ (Page 1 of 5) ° o
Parent's answers to questioh No. 6: What is the most important thing that |
' -your child learned this year? ' ‘ :

"™y child learned to speak English and everything else the teacher taught
. this year and also how to become friends with other children.

"SoundSM\how to recognize plants, ‘and smells, and the parts of thehbody.t

"My child learned many things’but the most important was English and being
able to express himself "

"The five voweis.
l

- "My child learned to speak English, to recognize things, to dance and sing,
write his name, paint and play w1th other chi_dren. o ’

MAmong the most umportant things my child learned was to develop the method
of learning new things."

"My child learned more than I expected. She learned English and Spanish.

. Wnen I have discussions with her, I am amazed at what she's learned "
"™My child learmed to spé%k English." » ‘ ’ -
"My daughter learned to speax English.' “~

'
"My child learned tofbe better behaved."
A "My child learned some very important things and also to share w1th4§is
fniends and to behave better than children who are not im school."

"My daughter learned ‘to be independent and understands better." _ . }v
w'"My son only spoke Spanish and he learned English in class. His ters her'
‘was very helpful "

"I learned .to help my child study at home inexpensively. ., / ) A -
"My child learned to draw well." , W

"My child learned to recognize and pronounce the names of his superiors." ’
:hﬂ €. N
"He learned a variety of things, among them: the numbusrs and colors.
A}
", ..Learned to write his name, count, the difference between ldrge and small,
——geometry, and many other things." : . b

LB

",..her name." ' o _ N

"Something important that my daughter learned (she didn't speak any English) ot
. was words in English a' d the things they taught in the classroom." ~

-"The important thing for me is that she is more outgding:and can communicate
better and that she learned to speak both Spanish and English i K

-8

E-13
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", ..learned to speak English, have lots of friends, and so many other things
that are too numerous to list." "

"English."

s

‘"go much that T wouldn't be able to explain d4t."

b"English, and a little of everthing that was taught in school,"

"To communicate better, to be more responsible, to write, to color and
many other things."

"the child learned to pronounce words in English."

"First, language and then numbers and as a. result it helped her social
development." ,
"My child learned a lot in this program. I believe everything he learned is
important." '

"Learning how to share, expressing herself more clearly."

‘"To get along with other children and follow instructions. Also, has

learned to speak a.lot more Spanish."

"My child learned a tremendous amount of things that T never knéw a child
her age could understand and remember. :

-~

4

"How a child should conduct oneself in a classroom."

"About numbers, animals, colors, objects, communicate, how to be responsible
for a lot more." ‘ :

‘"Write her name, say the ABC, and talk in Spanish."

"To have confidence in himself and other people."

Ped

"He learned how to color and say a lot of things like in books the pictures,
I think he learned a lot this year."

"She learned the alphabet and to count to 20."
"He felt very good about learning many words in Spanish and English.

"He has learned how to speak English and he has learned to communicate with
other children and he has learned not to be afraid of people."

"Numbers, plays with other children, learned to write her name, sing'some
songs. Please keep Title VII preschool for all children to learn more."

"My child learned to be among other children. He also learned how fun it can
be to learn about different things.' ' . ’ »

v E-14
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a

"Writing."
"My child learned to talk correctly, express herself to others and
participate in school activities. - She has also learned to say her
alphabet, numbers, -rhyme words, colors, etc. She loves going to school
and especially her teacher.'" ' ' i

"Learned to accept responsibility. She has learned to’spéak both
languages clearly. Much more mature."” - , T

"My child learned to get along with other children to be moré open in

work and play and very excited to learn different language (Spanish)."

"She learned hpw to respect other children. She also'learhed‘a.loq of

skills that were not learned at home."

"To finish work. Once she starts something, independené to be able to

" finish."

"She learned to talk more and do more things."

‘"He learned how to follow instructionms, how to read and write, understand

things he didn't before. I think that éverything he learned this year -
was very important." . S

-

"My child learned to. express herself better (sentence structure, vocabulary)
also respect others' need, cooperatiomn. o ®

"How to count."

"My child learned her colors, letters, numbérs, her name much more of a

variety plus mostly she learned to -speak ‘Spanish and she did very well
in the whole program." ,

"Je learmed to talk better. Followed rules.f

»

"e learned many things this year but important I would say to count rumbers,
to scribble his name, to get along with other children and loved everyday

<

V“To be comfortable around other children; he gained much information about

nature and the world around him."

"Respect. He aléo learned how to share with other children. His English is

a lot better now than before, plus he has learned a little Spanish. To
understand and know about the different seasons. Lea;ned how tolcount."

"He learned how to speak English and Spanish much better."

"She learned a little of everything.

E-15
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. "His respect for others, speech, coogerate with other, responsibility,
bring things home and return them." o . -

""He can cooperate with other kids his age and he is able to follow
instructions."

. "Really everthing. He seems to know a whoie lot."

"™y child learned quite a lot of Spanish. He now speaks .Spanish quite'
frequently and quite well. He also learned how to get along with
. others."

"Names of different animals, names of the children in the classroom,
learned to sing which to me means a whole lot."

"The most important thing that my child learned this year was to listen to
and follow directions from her teacher and to get along with other children
" while learning and have fun at the same time."

"She learned almost everthing new that she didn't know before like writing
her name, saying her ABC and numbers.

"The most important thing my child learned this year was to get along with
other children and depend on himself." ;

'"“ndependence, larger, vocabulary, nutrition (not !ﬁdnging to me as before
entering this class). A variety of learning experiences. Dancing and
Mexican culture.. Cooking. - Getting along with everyonme not just his friends,"

‘"How to get along with the rest of the kids and to learn chings that she
’wouldn t learn at home.' .

"He ‘learned good on adding and subtracting.  He learned how ‘to do house
chores and he loved the field and track day."

-

"She learned to speak up when she wants - something, and she's not shy anymore.'
"My child learned a. lot af things this year, but the most imoortant thing was
that he understands the way to do things, names of colors, communicates,
shapes, how things grow., Also when I did that at-home activity of

planting the seed and watch it grow and explain to him how plants and people
are somehow alike." '

vg"Write, and make things, learned their ABC and learwied how to share."

"How to get along with others, and take responsibility and learned things .
he didn't know " o . . : , #

E-16
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"Primarily, how to relate to children his own age;“the difference in

backgrounds, and how not to be so shy."

Ca -

‘"o me everything he learned 1s important and here are some things he
learned; colors, shapes, weather, seeds,.plants, humbers."

"Shapes of things (circlés, squares, etc,) plus many other things I feel are
as important and like when she points-out the word transparent and you
ask her what it means she will give you the right answer."

,‘_5 4 . ) ’, A

"Good manners." ' o

>

* "He learned the meaning of a lot ofhdifferen; things, clotheé, words, animals,

foodss plants, insects, and how to obey better, and understand why he has

to obey." ¥

"™y child learned how to taik clearly. .Her sentences are well put together.
She seems more aware and alert at things around her," ’

 "To get along with other kids.and to communicate with them."

‘"Some colors, numbers, some words invEnglish;)her name."

Soe
<

"He learned to write and understand words." : o ",

*  "eoommunication with others, discipline, a whole new way to envirorment ‘
for the child." - -

L
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DOCUMENTATION FRGM PROJECT COORDINATOR'S OFFICE

a

Puroose

Documentation from the Project Coordinator's Office was provided to
‘address the follow1ng deci51on and evaluation question

Decision Question:: Should the Bilingual Preschool Program
be adopted by the District as it is? If not, what components
of the Program. should the district undertake?

Evaluation Question D1-1: What is the nature of the
Program (general characteristics and unique features)?

EvaluationAdestion D2-15: Were the planned quotas met
for all the Project's sites? If not, why noe?

¥ . .
* Evaluation Question D1-10, D2-17: What was the cost of
‘implementation during the second year of operation?

Kl

oo ¥ Evaluation Question D1-11, D1-18: What is the projected

" cost of operation for the third year of the Program?

Evaluation Question D2-19:  What is the Program's cost
per child?

The follow1ng records were provided by the ProJect Coordinator s

‘ Office: ) ¢

i

Complete roster of Program's participants,

List of topics, attendance records and persons in
charge of the discussion for parenting seminars,

List of topics of teacher's inservice training,
Budget information;

List of topics of discussion and attendance records for
the Parental Advisory Committee.and

Record of the At-Home ggtiv1ties

The information provided by these documents will be reported one by one.

F-2
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Complete Roster of Program's Participants

The: records provided include a list of all students with entry and
withdrawal dates. "~Title VII Bilingual Preschool planned to serve 18
children per class. These children were ‘selected at random from a | )
pool of qualified applicants. There were 118 children who participated

"in the Program at different times. There were 12 withdrawals which

were substituted with. children in the roster of substitutes established

during selection procedures. Substitutions were not made afterx

March 1. Figure F-1 shows the ‘enrollment figures per month, ' -
"MONTH ENTRIES WITHDRAWAL - + . REGISTERED
SEPTEMBER 108 1 107
OCTOBER 3 4 106 .
NOVEMBER 1 0 107

" DECEMBER 1 0 108

- JANUARY 4 4 '108
FEBRUARY 1 1 108
MARCH 0 - 1 107
APRIL 0 1 106
MAY 0 0 106

-

FIGURE F-1. ENROLLMENT FIGURES PER MONTH.

'

o,

The planned quota of 15 LEP Children and three Non LEP was filled by

_ the first day of classes. Four children withdrew in October and

three substitutes were admitted into the program. The entry/withdrawal
flow was kept in balance until March, when another child withdrew,.
After March lst the children who withdrew were not replaced.

Parenting Seminars

Parenting Seminars were meetings where parents of the participating
children met with the curriculum coordinator, . the community representa-
tive and occasionally guest speakers. During these sessions, ideas

of how to provide informal instruction at home with inexpensive materials
were taught and discussed. During the 1981-82 school year, four seminars

0. .
o
H

were providéd. The ;opics were the.following
‘The Title VII Bilingual Program
Learning Can BevFun
. Vbluntegr Parents in the Classroom

. Orientation for Parents in the 1982-83 SchOOl Year
| F-3 |
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The first meeting was the one that was atterided by the largest numbexr of‘
parents; 61 parents at.:.ended. The second seminar was aLtended by 51 parents.
The ‘seminar concerning volunteers attracted 59 parents. The fourth seminar’
wreported was an orientation for new parents. The -evening was divided into
four activities. The first one was 'a general meeting-were parents were
informed of the Project in general and procedures for selecting children.

" Afterwards parents were taken to a classroom where one of the teachers demons-
trated how the children were taught.  During the third session parents
received suggestions from the curriculum crordinater on activities that would
prepare the children to start preschool. Finally, during a workshop, paren's
were informed of the activities, parenting seminars and parental advisory
meetings as well as rhe At=Home Instruction that were planned for the yéar."
There were 63 s1gnatures collécted at the meetlng.

°

List of Topics for the Teachers Inservice TraJ_nlngL

There were nine formal inservice 'training sessions pr0v1d ad for the
Project's teachers. The topics covered were the following:

, ' -
e New teachers workshop

e Three topics were discussed: science, .language arts,
" and math, by guest speakers.

e Reporting to parents and language of instruction.

e FEffective use of the Bilingual Early Childhood Program
Curriculum, C )

e Assessing pupil progress.
e Utilization of the instructional aide.

e Use of the camera.

>

) Movement activities for the four year old

The inservice training sessions covered the topics which weve identified as
needed by the teachers last year. In addition to this formal inservice.
training there were other inservices where the teachers met w1th the
instructional coordinator on an individual basis.

- All teachers felt the ingservices were beneficial to them. The most

frequent reason this was true was that new/better 1deas were obtained.

-t
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Roster of Attendance to the Parental Advisory Council

The Parent/Communlty Advisory Counci} (PAC) is"an organization of parents . ‘
that meets regularly throughout the school’'year to review the progress ' 4
of Bilingual Education in the AISD. Its major goal is to keep informed ’
‘about the Bilingual Education Program and to make recommendations and
suggestions that lead to an improved program. Meetings are held once; ' A
~a month in the evenings. All parents are encouraged to participate since '
topics are discussed Ihat are of ‘special interest to them. During the
1981-82 school year, some of the Title VII parents were officers of ‘this - .
asscciation. Their'records.of a attendance reviewed indicate that there
were seven PAC meetings during the 1981-82 schools year and Title VII
parents constituted on the average 65/ of the members present.. R e

e e T T : u

Other Parental Involvement '

-An indication of further parental involwvement in education by Title VII

parents was provided by three principals of Title VII schools., They

reported in a personal communication that six of the Bilingual Preschool

parents were asked to serve on school committees and one parent was T
elected to serve.;as president ofotbe school's Parent Teacher‘ASsociation.

At-Home Program

- ) \ .
The ‘At-Home Program consisted of activities to”facilitate the child's
learning through parent-child interaction. Every week parents received
a set of instructions and materials to implement-an activity
reinforcing the unit beihg taught in class that week. 95.3%Z (82 of
86 questionnaires received) reported that the instructions were easy
to follow, two said that they were difficult and twdo others said they
never received the instructions. Furthermore, to document at home
activities parents were instructed in an activity related to plants.

- They were asked to. sprout a seed and have their child bring it to
school. The-seeds, potting soil and container were provided by the
project. Participation was high, 89.7% (96/107) of the students brought
the project back to class.

Budget Information

The AISD was awarded a $280,507 grant to operate the Title VII Bilingual . )
Preschool Project by the federal govermments, 'during the 1981-82 'school SRS
year. Total expenditures to June 30, 1982 amounted to $213,979.33. :
The end of September, 1982 is the end of the fiscal year. Therefore,
expenditures reported to date are not the final figure. ‘
The cost of the Project per child is not available yet since additional
expenses will accrue until the end of September. Howevgr, this cost will
have a value that will be between the following two figures: $2,597.28
.and $1,981.29. These figures represent the maximum cost possible, estimated
with the total appropriation for this year and the cost up to June 30.
” - . b .
: F-5
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The AISD ﬁas applied for $302,351 to gperate the ?roject duriﬁg its third year

of operation? N
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.
il »
T : . D e o :

¢ Pl ‘ . e . . ’ .
I , 8:1,'72 INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS — . o
' : C 3riaf descriscion of the iastTument: T T, ' . \ "
l : s _The ITBS i{s a standardized multiple-choice achifevement battery. Level 5 was glven to (7 ,
. - kindergarten students to measure skills in the areas of listening (Spring only), :

language (Fall and Spring), and mat (Spring only), Levels 7 and 8 were given to grades | . . .

7

1 and 2, respettively, to measmure skills in the 4reas of ,word analysis, vocabulary, . ' ) -
redding comprehension, spelling, math concepts, math problems, and math tomputation. "ITBS, . :
levels 9-14 were administered to grades 3-8 with®the test level for students in grades ’
4-6 choden on the basiy of their previous achaavement scores (with teacher review).

Levelg 9~14 include subtests in all the areas mentioned for levels‘7 and 8, except for ' K

word analysis. In addicion, levels 9-14 include subtests measuring capi,'alizacion, i i/
. punctuation, usage, visual materials andlreference‘maceria_ls. i 5 ’
: | To whom was che inscrumenc admiziscered? ) ' : ’ .

L
'
-
.
Ed
«
3
N

.. All elagen,,t:ary‘and junipr high studeats, g?:adés K-8. S\;ecial education students were
exempted ag per"Bgnrd Policy 5127 and its supporting administrative regulation. Students ¥ i
of lim’ted English proficiency (LEP) were not eXempt, but could be.excused after one test . i

on w::};tr they could not function validly. Scores for students who were monolingual or
n,

S~ ' . domi n +4n a language, other than English were not included in the school or District “
summaries., ~ : - .
‘ i ., Tow. many ticmes was che inscrumanc “adainiscersd? . c _ . . . °

e

Al R
e
-

r a -

Once Eo’{aeach q;udehc "inlgrades 1-8, twice to: students in kindergarten.

My . .
. .
St e
. 3 . .. R

‘“hen was the\iascrument: adminiscered? . :
Stidents .in Kindergarten were teMced the week of September 8~ll. The elementary schools :
administered, g:test April 20, 21, and 22 to students in grades K-6. The dates for the “
junjor h admipistration were February 16, 17, and 18. Tests were administered in the “
. morning. 'Make-ups were adinistered the week after .the regular testjng. no
. hers was ciie instrumaenc administcarad? . o

LS

£

v [N
3

In each AISD elementary and junior high s&hool, usually in the- student's regular
- classr%om. : AR

I . ‘ ' . . o .
. S | N A

Who adminiscazsd the ingtrumenc?

-

“
o e

* Classroom teachers in the' elefgrtary schools. In the junior high sthools, the counselor .
or principal admiuistéred the test over the public aufress system ysing t:aped‘ directions -

provided by ORE. Teachers acted ds test monitors in their classroom.at chese schools.
- . LA . . . N

La

What trainiag 4id “the adminmiscrators havae!?
Building Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to the testing. .

. Teacher training was the responsibility of the Building Test Coovdinator. However,
téacher inservice training was available from ORE upon request. Teaghers and counselors
received written instructiogs from ORE, including a checkiist of procedures and a script et
to follow in test administration: "

! %as tha Lnscrument adminiscersd under standardized condd ziouns? . .

- ' Yes.
7ara chers 7roblems wich the inscoulent or the admixiscration rhar mizhe afiace
e v3lidisr of zhe data? - i ) &

0

No known problems with the instrument. Problems in the administration are documented
in the monitors' reports which are available at ORE.
v ’ . M . . : . .

A tr

who develouved the izstrument? N '

The University of Iowa., The $TRS i published by the Riverside Publishing Company
(Houghton Mjifflin Company). . ) .
“hat teliadilicy and validicy daca aze availabla om the instrumenc?

. . .
The reliability of the subtests, as summarized by Kuder-Richardson Formula 20

coefficients, ranges from .50 to .98, across subtests and levels. The issues of content
and construct validity are addressed in the publisher's preliminary technical summary. ‘ ]
Ars mhere norm data available for ixntarpreeizg che resulss? - :

- : ’
s

Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides empirical
norms (grade equivalent, percentile, stanine) for the fall and 'spring. Interpolated
norms are available at midyear. National, large city, and school building norms are
availablie. _ ) K
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IOWA TFEST OF BASIC SKILLS

o PURPOSE
Results of the Towa Test of Basic Skills were used to address the following
decision and evaluation questions: ’

e

Decision Question D-l: Should the Bilingual Preschool Project
be adopted by the District as 1t is? If not, what components of

the Project should the Dlstrlct\endertake7 .
\3

Decision Question D-2: What components of the Project should be
modified to accomplish the ijecti&es of the Project more fully?

Evaluation Question D1-6: Is there a longsterm effect on
language and/or concept development? .

M N -

PROCEDURES

The Iowa Test of Basic Skllls (ITBS) is administered to students in AISD as a
standard procedure. The ITBS examines three basic areas at the kindergarten

level: listening, language, and mathematics.

"Procedures for the admlnlstratlon of the ITBS.for the year 1982 can be found

in the final technical report for Systemw1de Testing, publlcatlon number 81.24,
I

Flrst year participants of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project (1981-82)
were selected from the systemwide file for a follow-up procedure. Only those
stydents who were classified as limited English proficient last year were
considered. From the original 90 LEP children, 75 were enrolled this year

in kindergarten in t®e AISD. Following standard District LEP identification
procedures these children were examined with the Primary Acquisition of
Language test (PAL) to determine proficiency. Some of .the former LEP

students were reclassified as English proficient. Included in the identifying

grocedures are:

‘

‘o completion of the Home Language Survey by
the parents and '

o score on the PAL test.

The score that determines the studert's classification is deflned by the
Texas Education Agency. Due to changes in the defining criteria for language .'
clagsification, it is difficult to determine which students became English
proflcient (Non-LEP) as a consequence of their participation on the Title
11 Preschool Project. However, from the 75 children registered in AISD's
klndergarten, 39 were classified as LEP and 36 were considered English
proficient during the 1981-82 school year. . \
The scores considered in this appendix correspond to the percentile scores
obtained during the ITBS Spring testing -period.

< 10g
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FINDINGS

‘Figure C-1 shows the average percentile scores for students who were .
participants of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool Project during its first N
year of operation in 1980-81 abd who were enrolled in kindergarten in

‘tAISD during the 1981-82 school year.

. o _ | : \

1

T

ITBS CATEGORY Number of children - Average Percentile Standard
Tested Score* Error
LISTENING 60‘ ' ' -25.70 2.96
'LANGUAGE ' 56 31,09 3.54 ¥
MATHEMATICS 57 L 26077 | 3.01 .
* These scores correspond to the national norm. - . .

.

' FIGURE G-1. AVERAGE ITBS PERCENTILE SCORES FOR TITLE VII BILINGUAL PRESCHOOL
: . PROJECT PARTICIPANTS DURING THE FIRST YEAR (1980-81).

The frequency distribution of percentile scores for the categories tested .
by ITBS for first year participants of the Title VII Bilingual Preschool
Project (1980-81) are presented in figures G-2, G-3,-and G-4.

v
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTILE SCORES IN THE LISTENING SUBTEST
OF THE ITBS FOR 1981-82 TITLE VII STUDENTS.
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%ile ADJ CUM
SCORES  FREQ PCT PCT
1. 2 3 3
‘2. 7 11 14
4. 5 8 21
6. 2 3 24
9. 6 9 33
13. 7 11 44
MISSING DATA
%ile
SCORES  FREQ
- o
MEAN 31.091
MODE. 2.000
KURTOSIS -.591
MINIMUM 1.000
C.V. PCT. 92.380
VALID CASES 66

%ile ADJ CUM
SCORES ~ FREQ PCT PCT
17, 5 8 52
26. 5§ 8 59
31, 3 5 64
41. 1 2 65
44, 6 9 .74
57. 6 9 83
STD ERR 3.535
STD DEV ~ 28.722
'SKEWNESS . .822
MAX IMUM 99.000
.95 C. 1. 24,030
MISSING CASES 3
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33,152

FIGURE G-3. FREbUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTILE SCORES IN THE LANGUAGE
SUBTEST OF THE ITBS FQR 1981-82 TITLE VII STUDENTS.
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l 7ile ADJ CUM - %ile ADJ CUM  %ile ADJ CUM -
' SCORES - FREQ PCT PCT . SCORES ~ FREQ PCT PCT SCORES . FREQ PCT PCT
B 2. .3 .5 5  r20. 9 14 59 51, 1 2 82
3. 7 11 15 25. 5 8 67 59. 2 '3 85"
5. 6 9 24 30. 4 6 73 - 67. 4. 6 91
l - 8. 5 8 32 39 3 5 77 70, 1 2 92
12. 3 5 36 47 1 2 79 74. 1 2 9%
: 15. 6 9-45 50 1 2 80 81. 4 6100
| MISSING DATA
l %ile ‘
_ SCORES  FREQ
l -0 -3
| MEAN 26.773 " STD ERR 3.006 MEDIAN 19,833
l MODE - 20.000 STD DEV 24,418 VARIANCE 596.240
| KURTOSIS -.193 SKEWNESS 1.019 RANGE " 79.000,
MINIMUM 2.000 MAX IMUM 81.000. SUM © 1767.000
'. | C.V. PCT  91.205 .95 C.1I. 20.770 T0 32.775
, VALID CASES = 66 . MISSING CASES 3
l - FIGURE 6-4. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTILE SCORES IN THE MATHEMATICS
X . SUBTEST OF THE ITBS FOR 1981-82 TITLE VII STUDENTS. -
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or analysis purposes, the participants of the first year of the Title VII
Bilingual Preschool Project were compared to a group of Hispanic LEP students

" enrolled in the six Title VII Preschool Project's sites. A t-test statis-

“tical procedure was used to compare the means attained on the ITBS. The

results of the tests indicate that Title VII participants attained a greater,

percentile average in the three categories tested. These differences were
significant for two of the subtests, listening and language, and not
significantly different for the mathematics subtest. Figure G-=5 presents
the results of the tests. : : ' '

CATEGORY: LISTENING

i

GROUPS N MEANS SD | tevalue " SIGNTIFICANCE
TITLE VII 69 25.69 24.56 '
) i 2.10 p<0.05

OTHER LEPS 60 17.66 2.41 '
e e m— e —
CATEGORY: LANGUAGE \

TITLE VII 66 ~  31.09 28.72

3.29 p<0.05

OTHER LEPS 56 16.82

CATEGORY: MATHEMATICS

TITLE VII 66 26.77 24,41 | o

- : ' - 1.34 Not significant

OTHER LEPS 57 21.17 21.91

' FIGURE G-5. RESULTS OF T-TESTS COMPARING TITLE VII TO OTHER LEP
KINDERGARTENERS. :

The percentiie éverage of the Title VII group is lower than the District's

_ for all kindergarteners. A .t-test was conducted to compare the means and

determine if differences were significant. The results indicated that
the averages in all areas tested are significantly different than those

. attained by the District. Figure G-6 shows the relevant information
for the statistical procedure. ' :

c-8 114
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|

CATEGORY: LISTENING

GROUPS N MEANS SD t-value - SIGNIFICANCE .

o

N B B N
: :
. _
‘
I

TITLE VII 69 25.69 5456 “
, | 3.45 < pg0.05,
DISTRICT 3471 48.00 '

CATEGORY: -LANGUAGE

TITLE VII 66 31.09 28.72
'- 5.31 - p< 0.05

.DISTRICT 3471 50.Q0

CATEGORY: MATHEMATICS

TITLE VII 66 26.77 24.56 B e
- .7.02 p €0.05
DISTRICT 3461 48.00 .

FIGURE G-6. COMPARISON OF PERCENTILE MEANS BETWEEN TITLE VII PARTICIPANTS
: "IN FIRST YEAR OF PROJECT.AND DISTRICTWIDE KINDERGARTENERS.

Conciusion: The follow-up study showed that Title VII students had a

higher average than other LEP students attending the Title VII schools.

However, the percentile averages of the target population were signifi- _ .

cantly lower than those of the District's kindergarteners. These findings k
 were similar to the results obtained with the PPVT-R administered to

Title VII -kindergarteners. Language development has occurred but there

is a need for further improvement.




